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ANDREA H. SEASTRAND 
220 DISTRICT, CALIFORNIA 

COMMITTEES: 

SCIENCE 

TRANSPORTATION AND 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

WASHINGTON OFFICE. 

1216 LONGWORTH BUILDING 

WASHINGTON, DC 20515 

(202) 225-3601 . 
DISTRICT OFFICES. 

1525 STATE STREET, SUITE 206 

SANTA BARBARA, CA 93101 

(805) 899-3578 

778 Osos STREET, SUITE A-2 

SAN LUIS Oeapo, CA 93401 

(805) 5414170  

May 13,1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I am writing to express my very strong support of retaining the TEXCOM experimentation 
Center (TEC) at Fort Hunter Liggett in its current status and configuration. 

I serve on a local community task force that has identified and addressed the issues of this action. 
We have focused on military values, COBRA model inequities and local economic issues. 

The military values issues of TEC as an integrated system of people, instrumentation and terrain 
were the heart of Dr. Marion Bryson's presentation. Dr. Bryson was, until his recent retirement, 
the highest ranking Department of the Army civilian in operational (field) testing and a previous 
scientific advisor and then Director of TEC. His concerns were that the realignment of TEC to 
Fort Bliss would degrade two of the three elements of the integrated system. Whereas the 
military and Department of the Army Civilian workforce could be relatively easily relocated, the 
civilian contract workforce (1 72 individuals who are the key element of the technically 
innovative workforce) would not be able to reconstitute with any degree of its current efficiency. 
This contract team of electrical engineers, computer scientists, fabricators and operators has, over 
the past 35 years, invented, constructed and continuously refined the instrumentation (software 
and hardware) and programs that provide the current high quality of operational testing at Fort 
Hunter Liggett. 

Terrain was the other major issue, with sub-issues of isolation, variety of terrain and vegetation, 
laser safe bowl for non-eye safe laser operations, unrestricted airspace, low artificial light, no 
radio frequency interference and the terrain having been digitized for computer simulations as 
unique qualities non-transferable to Fort Bliss' arid desert with a large city, international airport, 
international boundary and a major US highway dissecting the testing area. The instrumentation 
could be duplicated at Fort Bliss although the cost was not considered in the COBRA model. 
The significance of these issues would result in a degraded test capability at Fort Bliss. This has 
been verified by the Department of Defense Director of Operational Test and Evaluation, 
Dr. Philip E. Coyle in a February 10, 1995, memorandum and an April 17, 1995, response to the 
Commission. 
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The COBRA model issues are input issues. Colonel (Ret.) L. D. " Red" Walkley, a highly 
decorated Green Beret and Airborne Infantry combat veteran, who served as operations officer 
and executive officer of the Experimentation Battalion in the mid-1970s and then as Commander, 
For Hunter Liggett from 1982-1985 provided COBRA input disconnects in: Instrumentation 
relocation/realignment/acquisition (COBRA omission); laboratorylfabrication facilities 
reconstitution (COBRA omission); personnel strengths (COBRA overstatement); family housing 
at Fort Hunter Liggett (COBRA understatement); WMA and BOS realities (COBRA 
overstatement); and the COBRA omission of any consideration of costs related to the 
degradation and reconstitution of the technically innovative contract workforce. 

Finallly, Monterey County Supervisor Edith Johnsen provided an economic impact overview of 
the affected communities, previous BRAC actions, unemployment rates and recent natural 
disasters. Of specific interest, to me, is that although Fort Hunter Liggett lies totally in Monterey 
County and Congressman Sam Farr's district, the majority of the workforce lives in the Greater 
Paso Robles area in San Luis Obispo County that is the Northern sector of the District that I 
represent. 

I wanted to provide the specifics of this proposed action because I believe the proposal is 
basically flawed, in that, if TEC were to move, the Army would be left with a lesser capability 
and if any long-term savings are generated, they would be so minimal that the one-time 
movement and reconstitution costs would negate their realization. 

I believe that our Army fighting force deserves the very best equipment available, and I believe 
that can only be accomplished using the unique testing capabilities of the integrated system 
currently at Fort Hunter Liggett. It would be helpful to receive Army response to the issues 
raised by the community task force and an updated version of the COBRA analysis considering 
the noted discrepancies. 

I strongly urge thatCcommission delete the proposed realignment of TEC to Fort Bliss from the 
BRAC 95 list. I would be most appreciative and look forward to receiving a response to my 
above concerns. 

Sincerelv. 

~Gdrea  Seastrand 
Member of Congress 
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May 19, 1995 

The Honorable Andrea Seastrand 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Seastrand: 

Thank you for your letter expressing support for the retention of the TEXCOM 
Experimentation Center (TEC) at Fort Hunter Liggett. I certainly understand your strong interest 
in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation on Fort Hunter Liggett. 

I look forward to working with you through this dicul t  and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of assistance. 

Sincerely, 
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May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 

1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon, 

I wanted to forward the enclosed letter for inclusion in the 
official record. It is from Mr. Michael Lefevre, a long-time 
resident of the English Village at Dugway Proving Ground, and 
represents the sentiments of an entire community. I hope you will 
share this letter with your fellow Commissioners, as well as the 
staff who will help decide this difficult issue. 

As Commissioners Kling and Steele can tell you, this is not 
about the closure of just another Army housing unit. This 
decision is about the death of a town. The nearly 1,000 people 
who live at Dugway represent three generations of families, 
dedicated to the safe completion of the dangerous missions 
performed at Dugway, in support of our vital national security 
interests. Any decision to close English Village, and move 
command and control functions to Aberdeen and Yuma, would 
drastically effect the health and safety of the workers at Dugway, 
and would have a severelynegative impact on the readiness of our 
troops to defend themselves against attacks by chemical or 
biological weapons. 

I urge you to take a close look at this decision. Many 
senior representatives from the Department of the Army and the 
Office of the Secretary of Defense's test and evaluation directive 
have expressed significant reservations with the current 
recommendation. I am deeply concernedthat no one from the Army 
wants to step up and correct this obvious mistake. I hope you and 
your fellow Commissionerswill not be so shy. Remove Dugway 
Proving Ground from further considerationat the earliest possible 
opportunity. 

' James V. Hansen 
" Member of Congress 



NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES 
AFFILIATED WITH SERVICE EMPLOYEES INTERNATIONAL UNION AFLICIO 

"The Local That Cares About You" 

April 19, 1995 

A letter to the Defense Base Realignment and Closure Commission: 

I am writing on behalf of the men and women who work and live at 
Dugway Proving Ground, Dugway, Utah. I am the President of the 
National Association of Government Employees Local R14-9 which 
represents approximately 60% of the employees of DPG. I have 
lived at Dugway since 1960 and have been part of the work force 
since 1976. Many ups and downs have rollercoastered Dugway over 
the years. The residents, because they are also employees, and 
vice versa, have stood and done their duty as loyal Americans 
through the thick and thin of our nations' different defense 
policies. We have accomplished any mission our country has given 
us. We will proudly accept our mission in the future. This 
doesn't mean that we blindly agree to the Army's proposal to 
realign DPG in the manner they have proposed. We would like to 
point out that the language included in the Army's proposal is 
flawed because the analysts who prepared it must not have 
understood the Test and Evaluation process. DPG does not have 
command and control over any research efforts conducted here. 
The command and control of any program conducted here is invested 
in the Program Manager, either at the commodity level(AMC) or 
with any other customer that we might attract because of our 
capabilities. Moving any portion of either Chem/Bio or Smoke is 
likely to incur greater costs and drive the quality of the 
programs down due to reduced capability at the receiving 
organizations. New facilities will have to be built, 
restrictions either environmental or engineering will degrade the 
critical testing of materiel and procedures needed to keep our 
young men and women safe on tomorrow's battlefields. Dugway has 
the facilities and real estate to conduct a full range of tests. 
We have not existed in a vacuum here at DPG. Major downsizing, 
reduction of costs all have swept through our installation. Our 
workforce has been reduced by almost 40%, services and supplies 
have been drastically cut, all of which point to the fact that we 
have given our fair share in this merry-go-round of cuts. The 
workforce believes that rather than reducing further at DPG, all 
Chem/Bio defense missions should be consolidated here. This 
makes real sense! Move these missions where there are existing 
facilities, environmental permits, and a workforce accustomed to 
working with these toxic materials. Is there any reason that 
this can't work? 

DUGWAY PROVING GROUND LOCAL R14-9 BOX 566 DUGWAY, UTAH 84022 



Closing English Village will impact the mission here much more 
than the Army seems to have taken into account. How much will 
the Army save by closing English Village? What is the off-set 
when compared to increased remote site pay, new construction, 
remodelling of existing buildings? Have any intangible costs 
been estimated? What about the increased exposure of the 
workforce to Motor Vehicle Accidents? The loss of critical 
workers who do not want to commute? The liability of the Army to 
the public at large for releasing employees who worked 16 hours 
straight to travel home on public highways? The Workmanrs 
Compensation liability for the same action? Presently there is 
facilities for over-tired employees to stay, rather than 
travelling home, if they wish. English Village is a world-class 
community to the people wo live here. The schools are excellent, 
with many state titles in academics, music, and sports. There is 
very little crime, and is a clean, orderly, and quiet community. 
Some workers live here by choice, others by economic necessity. 
Lower graded employees, particularly women who are single 
parents, need English Village to survive. Living close to their 
workplace, negligible costs for travel to work, daycare, and 
reasonable rents make it possible for these employees to work 
here. Relative safety, and neighborly concern for the welfare of 
their children make it desirable. English Village is not "justn 
an administrative area that could be moved elsewhere, English 
Village is a community, a great community that will be destroyed 
if it is closed. The life-long relationships of our families will 
be ripped apart. Can the Army measure that cost and justify it? 

I have to say at this point that I have characterized the DPG 
community as Patriots. This is true. We are also tax-payers. 
We do not want to see waste of precious tax dollars either, but 
we also want to see DPG continue to be the lead for the nation in 
Chem/Bio matters. We think these two positions are compatible. 
We think the information already given to you supports that 
conclusion. 

Sincerely, 

MICHAEL D. LEFEVRE 
PRESIDENT, NAGE R14-9 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
t '  . 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209  

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 6. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 

May 22, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable James V. Hansen 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Hansen: 

Thank you for forwarding a copy of a letter from Mr. Michael Lefevre expressing his 
support for the Dugway Proving Ground, Utah. I certainly appreciate your bringing his views to 
the Commission's attention and I welcome his comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Department of Defense in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
in Mr. Lefevre's letter will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation on the Dugway Proving Ground. 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 

Alan J. ixon n 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 6. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. L E E  KLlNG 

May 22, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, U S N  (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Michael D. Lefevre 
President, National Association of Government Employees 
Local R14-9 
Box 566 
Dugway, Utah 84022 

Dear Mr. Lefevre: 

Representative James V. Hansen has forwarded to me a copy of your letter expressing 
your support of Dugway Proving Ground, Utah. I appreciate your interest in the fbture of 
Dugway Proving Ground and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendation on Dugway Proving Ground. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional information to bring to the 
attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 
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D.S G. EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 

WASHINGTON OFFICE: 
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Congress of tbe mniteb Sbtate~ 
Bortb Balota 

May 12, 1995 

Commissioner Rebecca Cox 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Cox: 

It is with deep regret that I belatedly offer my thanks for 
the time you spent reviewing Minot and Grand Forks Air Force 
Bases on March 30. 

I know the base briefings delivered at Minot and Grand Forks 
made clear that each base figures prominently in future Air Force 
planning. In addition, the two communities sincerely appreciated 
the opportunity to share with you their strong support for a 
continued Air Force presence. I believe everyone involved felt 
they had a fair opportunity to state their case before the 
Commission. 

It was a real pleasure to meet you. As the Commission's 
work proceeds, I look forward to speaking with you again. 

Member of Congr 
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1ST DISTRICT. UTAH 

COMMITTEES: 

NATIONAL SECURITY 
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SELECT COMMITTEE ON 
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WASHINGTON OFFICE: 

ROOM 2466 
RAYBURN HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING 

WASHINGTON. OC 205154401 
(2021 225-0453 

Congrms of the 21.lnitPd Stata 

maehington, b& 2051 5-4401 

May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 

1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

DISTRICT OFFICES: 

1017 FEDERAL BUILDING 
324 25TH STREET 
OGDEN. UT 84401 

(8011 393-8362 
(8011 6255677 
18011 451-5822 

435 EAST TABERNACLE 
SUITE 301 

ST. GEORGE. UT 84770 
(801) 628-1071 

Dear Chairman Dixon, 

I wanted to provide you, and your fellow Commissioners, a 
copy of a letter sent by members of the Utah Congressional 
Delegation to James Klugh, Deputy Under Secretary of Defense 
(Logistics). It expresses our full support for the proposal to 
consolidate all tactical missile depot maintenance to the Ogden 
Air Logistics Center (ALC) , Utah. 

I believe consolidationof this workload can provide 
tremendous readiness and cost benefits to the Department of 
Defense. I also believe, as I did during BRAC 1993, that the best 
choice for this consolidationis Hill AFB. 

I have looked carefully at this proposal and was very 
disturbed to see that your staff (in the May 10th hearing) 
apparentlyacceptedthe inflated price tag of $220 million 
submittedby representativesof the Army and LEAD. The data 
provided by Hill AFB estimated the costs at only $28 million. One 
glaring problem that seems to drive this inflation is the added 
requirement to provide over 1 million sqft of missile storage. 
This is simply not the case, Hill AFB and the surrounding DoD 
ammunition depots provide more than adequate storage space to meet 
the workload. In addition, missiles would continue to be stored 
all over the country, as they are now and would continue to be, 
under any BRAC scenario. The other major requirement, to relocate 
over 900 employees, does not reflect the reality of a downsizing, 
and experiencedworkforce already in place at Hill AFB. 

I urge you to take a hard look at these recommendations. I 
firmly believe if the criteria is military value and the best 
economic value for the American people, then the only choice for 
consolidationof this vital workload is the Ogden ALC. 

of Congress 
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May 2, 1995 

The Honorable James Klugh MG (Ret) 
Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Logistics) 
Room 3E114 - The Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20301 

Dear Deputy Under Secretary Klugh, 

We are writing to you as members of the Utah congressional 
delegation to express our strongestpossible support for the 
proposal to consolidate all tactical missile depot maintenance 
workload to the Ogden Air Logistics Center (ALC) , Utah. 

As you know, this proposal was presented to the BRAC 
Commission by our community support group Hill/DDO 95. The Utah 
congressional delegation is not endorsing the Department of 
Defense's decision to close Letterkenny Army Depot. However, if 
this decision is supported by BRAC 95, we believe the Department 
of Defense owes it to the American taxpayer to honestly explore 
the most cost effective and efficient redirectionof this vital 
workload. We believe that consolidationof all tactical missile 
workload is still in the best interest of the military and the 
country. The only single site capable of acceptingthis 
consolidation is Ogden ALC. 

If you look at the Department's own data, as well as the 
opinions of the GAO and Joint Cross-Service Working Group, the 
choice is clear. Ogden has the facilities, floor space, trained 
workforce, current workload, explosive storage and hot pit areas 
and proven experience to complete the consolidationon time, 
within the current budget and without degrading the readiness of 
our Armed Forces. The combinationof a long history of missile 
work at Hill AFB and Ogden ALC, the proximity to a Tier I 
munitions depot at Tooele and the Utah Test and Training Range, 
and the working relationship in place with major industrial 
suppliers like Thiokol and Alliant Tech makes the Ogden ALC an 
ideal strategic location for this consolidation. We have been 
told that both the GAO and the BIiAC staff are looking favorably at 
this proposal. We only ask that you take a hard look at their 
recommendations. 



It is our understanding that you will be meeting on Friday, 
May 5, with Under Secretary of the Air Force DeLeon and General 
Mike Pavich (Ret) to discuss this issue. It is our firm belief 
that you will find this option provides a win-win situation for 
the Services, the Department of Defense, and the nation. You can 
be assured that the Utah congressional delegation will provide all 
possible support for this initiative and that the people of Utah 
stand ready to serve as they have at Hill Field for over 50 years. 

- Sincerely, 

Senator Orrin Hatch Senator Bob Bsnett 

t 
Cofigresswc#an Enid Waldholp 
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May 15, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commissio&?39~%~~ 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

We are writing to urge the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission to remove the Charles Melvin Price Center (CMPSC) from 
the list of military installations recommended for closure. 

As you know, we presented our rationale regarding this 
recommendation during Commissioner Kling's visit on March 28, and 
in testimony before the Commission in Chicago on April 12th. The 
following summarizes our position as to why we believe the 
Charles Melvin Price Support Center should remain open and, 
indeed, grow in mission. 

Faulty Rationale for Closure 

The Army rationale for closing CMPSC is that inasmuch as the Army 
Aviation and Troop Command (ATCOM) is being relocated from St. 
Louis, a corresponding reduction should be made at the Price 
Support Center. Although the CMPSC is a subordinate command of 
ATCOM and ATCOM relies on it for support, the fact is that ATCOM 
is not the predominate user of the facilities and services at the 
Price Center. Thus, even if ATCOM is relocated from St. Louis to 
other installations, the overall military need for the Price 
Support Center is not significantly diminished. As the following 
data shows, ATCOM accounts for only a minor percentage of the 
support the Price Support Center provides: 

SUPPORT AREA ATCOM USE 

Family Housing 17% 

Barracks Occupancy 15% 

Transportation Support 

Warehouse Storage Space .l% 

Administrative Space 21% 

Covered Storage 0% 



Page Two 
Chairman Alan J. Dixon 

Housins at Price 

Perhaps the most difficult Army recommendation for us to 
understand is the closure of the military family housing. The 
fact is that 83% of the housing is occupied by non-ATCOM 
personnel who will remain assigned to other units in the area. 

There is currently a waiting list of over one year for military 
family housing. If all of the personnel in housing assigned to 
ATCOM move out, and those housing units are filled by non-ATCOM 
personnel, there will still be a waiting list of nearly a yearts 
duration. A similar situation exists regarding the barracks 
occupancy. It is quite obvious that the Army, in its BRAC 
deliberation process, neglected to consider the plight of the 
non-ATCOM soldiers and their families in the decision to close 
the Price housing. 

The Army has testified that "we felt like we could at least 
sustain, if not improve, the quality of life of the soldier by 
VHA and COLA living on the economy.I1 (1) Obviously, the soldiers 
and their families assigned to St. Louis area commands do not 
believe that - otherwise there would be no waiting list for the 
housing at Price (VHA and COLA are currently paid to all those on 
the waiting list). This attitude on the part of the Army is also 
at odds with Secretary of Defense William J. Perry, who on the 
very day of the Armyls testimony before the BRAC (March 7, 1995) 
was quoted in the Washinston Post, "What I want to do is equate 
dealing with the housing problem with military readiness . . .  I see 
a single iron logic that drives me from one to the other." 

We also question if the Army itself believes that VHA and COLA 
are answers to its housing problem. Why, then, has the Army 
requested millions of dollars to build more family housing? 

The Army suggests an annual cost savings of $1.8 million by 
closing the Price housing, yet data indicates the total annual 
cost of housing operations to be less than $1 million. 
Additionally, the Army data fails to include the cost of paying 
VHA and COLA to the 164 family housing occupants and 52 soldiers 
who live in the Price barracks. That cost was apparently not 
included in Army calculations because the Army assumed all 
occupants to be assigned to ATCOM, thus their costs are not 
included inasmuch as they would be assigned quarters at the 
gaining location. In fact, the total VHA and COLA payments for 
occupants of Price housing (at the pay grades of current 
occupants) will cost the Army $1.45 million per year - again, a 
cost not considered in the Army's COBRA data or analysis. 

(1) Testimony of Brigadier General Shane, March 7, 1995, 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. Open Meeting. 
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Transportation Function 

The services provided by the CMPSC range far beyond ATCOM and the 
confines of the Support Center. For example, personnel assigned 
to the Center provide all transportation support for the movement 
of material in and out of the Price Support Center. During the 
Desert Shield/Desert Storm operations, this support included 
shipment of "go-to-war" stocks for Contingency Force Pool (CFP) 
units. This vital equipment was often moved within six hours of 
receipt of the mobilization order and arrived at the mobilization 
site in every instance on or ahead of schedule. 

Additionally, the transportation unit at Price acts as the 
transportation manager for the movement of Department of Defense 
personnel and their families in and out of a thirty-nine county 
area of Eastern Missouri. During Fiscal Year 1994, this office 
was responsible for the movement of 3,754 families. 

The Army recommendation to close Price includes elimination of 
all of the positions associated with the transportation function. 
There is no provision for continuing this vital function in the 
llsmall reserve enclave" remaining at CMPSC. Thus, both go-to- 
war support and support for military personnel, dependents and 
retirees are eliminated with no provision to provide such support 
elsewhere. 

While the Army may believe they can arrange for this support from 
either Scott Air Force Base (20 miles) or Fort Leonard Wood, 
Missouri (150 miles), there is no evidence that such a decision 
has been made. Certainly, the work cannot be absorbed by other 
bases without an accompanying transfer of manpower, but neither 
the Army analysis nor COBRA data indicate that to be the case. 
Indeed, the entire subject seems to have been ignored. 

llEnclavesll and Other Functions 

The scenario portrayed above applies in other areas as well. The 
definition of "small reserve enclave" has been impossible to 
obtain from the Army. The Army Reserve Command engineers have 
defined the enclave as four buildings and about four and one half 
acres. Army data indicates the Commissary is to be "enclaved;" 
however, again no further definition is available. And finally 
the Irstorage area" apparently applies to the Defense Strategic 
Stockpile materials of the Defense Logistics Agency and perhaps 
to some other storage space, although that is also undefined. 

The Army has not included the moving cost or the recurring cost 
of maintaining many activities which will be denied support at 
Price once the installation is closed. The Army Basing Study, 
BRAC 95, Alternative Documentation Set, Alternative CA2-3A- 
CMPSC, lists the following activities as "not addressed": 
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Farmers Home Administration, USDA 

Federal Emergency Management Agency 

Scott Federal Credit Union 

Army/Air Force Exchange Service 

U.S. Coast Guard Auxiliary 

Second Coast Guard District 

The above activities occupy a total of 220,000 square feet of 
facility space at CMPSC. Space utilization of these activities 
is as varied as their missions. Therefore, without detailed data 
available, it is difficult to arrive at a cost of movement 
estimate. However, the General Services Administration has 
estimated that similar space in the St. Louis metropolitan area 
would average a minimum of $5.00 per square foot. Therefore, we 
believe there will be an annual recurring cost of approximately 
$1,100,000 which the Army has not considered. 

Military Activities Iqnored 

Further, the following activities currently located at CMPSC are 
totally excluded from any mention in the Army analysis: 

Illinois National Guard 

375th Air Force Airlift Wing 

Ogden Air Logistics Center 

Army Corps of Engineers 

Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office 

U.S. Army Publications 

U.S. Army Reserve Personnel Center 

A similar estimate of moving costs needs to be made for these 
activities. They occupy over 200,000 square feet of space at 
CMPSC in addition to over 100,000 of covered storage space. The 
recurring costs not addressed by the Army for these activities 
will be approximately $1 million annually. More important than 
the potential costs involving moving and maintaining these 
functions in commercially-leased space is the fact that adequate 
space is not available in the local area. The Army overlooked 
many of these organizations that operate at CMPSC nor the cost or 
feasibility of moving and operating from leased facilities. 
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The Army has recommended moving the Army Publications Center from 
Baltimore to St. Louis, and in the process they will require the 
acquisition of approximately 90,000 square feet of storage space. 
The Army Basing Study recognized this fact and stated the space 
would be acquired at CMPSC. This presents a situation where on 
the one hand the Army is closing CMPSC, and on the other hand, 
the same study says the Army needs additional space there. If 
the space is not used at CMPSC and must be obtained on the local 
market, the GSA estimates the cost to be in excess of $1 million 
per year. The Army did not, of course, include such costs in 
their analysis of cost savings. 

National Guard Reauirements 

It is difficult to comprehend the Army's failure to consider the 
requirements of the Illinois national Guard for space at CMPSC. 
We have been told the "small Reserve enclaveu encompasses all of 
the U.S. Army Reserve activities which are supported at Price 
today. The Army responded to questions submitted for the record 
at the March 7th hearings that the Navy and Defense Logistics 
Agency activities are included in the uenclaves.ll If this is the 
case, then the total thrust of the Army's recommendation to close 
the CMPSC is to get rid of the military family housing, child 
care center and other activities supporting soldiers and their 
families. This course of action is beyond our comprehension and 
demands reversal by the Commission. 

When the above factors are considered as a whole, the Army 
decision regarding the CMPSC is just wrong. The Army claim of 
$8.6 million per year savings simply is not true. Their 
overstatement of savings and understatements of costs bring the 
true savings to something closer to $2 million per year - and 
this occurs with major detrimental impact on the many non-ATCOM 
missions at CMPSC, as well as the displacement from family 
housing and family support facilities, such as the child care 
center, of current and future potential occupants. 

We believe the Army has significantly deviated from established 
criteria 1,3 and 4 in ignoring the military readiness of the many 
non-ATCOM activities, they did not consider the impact on 
readiness caused by displacing the non-ATCOM soldier from housing 
and they have overstated savings and understated costs. 

W urge the Commissio 
$;&be 

y F. Costello 
M BER OF CONGRESS U.S. SENATOR 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELIA 
REBECCA COX 
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May 22.1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RETi 
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The Honorable Paul Simon 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC, 205 10 

Dear Senator Simon: 

Thank you for your letter of May 15, 1995 to Chairman Dixon expressing your support 
for the Charles Melvin Price Support Center. As you know, Chairman Dixon has recused 
himself from participating in any decision affecting any Illinois base under the consideration of 
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. 

I can assure you that the additional information you provided, refuting the Army's 
rationale to close the Price Support Center, will be given careful attention by our review and 
analysis staff. In addition, your letter has been sent to each Commissioner for their review. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be of service. 

J 

David S. Lyles 
Staff Director 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 

May 22,1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Carol Moseley-Braun 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC, 205 10 

Dear Senator Moseley-Braun: 

Thank you for your letter of May 15, 1995 to Chairman Dixon expressing your support 
for the Charles Melvin Price Support Center. As you know, Chairman Dixon has recused 
himself fiom participating in any decision affecting any Illinois base under the consideration of 
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. 

I can assure you that the additional information you provided, refuting the Army's 
rationale to close the Charles Melvin Price Support Center, will be given careful attention by our 
review and analysis staff- In addition, your letter has been sent to each Commissioner for their 
review. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be of service. 

ncerely , 

David S. Lyles-* 
Staff Director 
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May 19, 1995 

The Honorable Jerry Costello 
United States House of Represemtatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 1 5 

Dear Jerry: 

Thank you very much for your letter expressing support for the Charles Melvin Price 
Support Center. I have passed it along to my fellow Commissioners and the Commission staff 
and it will be care111y considered as we proceed with our evaluation of bases on the closure and 
realignment list. 

At the Commission's May 10 hearing in Washington, D.C., I issued the enclosed 
statement regarding bases on which I have recused myself fiom participation. As you can see 
fiom this statement, because of the special relationship I enjoyed with the citizens of Illinois over 
my 42 years as an elected official, I will not participate in any decision a8Fbchg any Illinois base 
that may come before the Commission. I want there to be no chance of even an appearance of 
loss of impartiality in the performance of my official duties. 

Again, let me assure you all arguments surrounding the proposal to close the Price 
Support Center will be M y  and objectively evaluated by the Commission staff in the coming 
weeks. If you or others fiom the community wish to submit additional data or meet with our 

we will be more than happy to accommodate you. Please call David Lyles, our staff 
director, if you have any questions. 

I look forward to working with you through this difficult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be of service. 

Kindest personal regards. 

Your friend, 
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COMMISSIONERS: 
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LADIES tLW GEhTLEMES, I BELIEVE THIS IS 7TE APPROPRLATE TIME 

TO XAKE A BRIEF ST-4TEAME3T REGARDCVG BASES ON W C H  I Kim 

RECKSED MYSELF FROM PARTICIPATION. 

I T W G  MY PRIMLEGE FOR 42 YE- TO SERb'E THE CITXZESS OF 

ILLINOIS AS -4ii ELECTED OFFICUL. FOR 20 OF THOSE YEARS, I SERVED IN 

STATETVS.DE OFFICES. CLEAUY, ,MY RELATIONSHIP WITH TRE PEOPLE OF 

M Y  HOME STATE IS A SPECIAL Oh32 OF W'HICH I .LV VERY PROZTD. 

AT THE SAME TIME, HOWEVER, I DO NOT W S H  THAT RELATIONSHIP 

EVER TO CLOC?) THE WORK OF THIS COiWMISSION. I WSH TO INSLX4.E THAT 

THERE IS NO CHkYCE OF EVEN iLY SPPF.&LYCE OF LOSS OF XMPARWITY 

THE PERFORWWCE OF IMY 0FFICL;U. DCJTIES. 

FOR THAT REASON, I WILL REmSE MYSELF FROM PARTICIPATION Dd 

ANY P-GtT OF THE BASE CLOSLW PROCESS THAT AFFECTS -;L\Y ILLNOIS 

BST-ULATTON, EFXX THOCGH SUCH -4 RECKSAL IS NOT REQC?RED BY THE 

ETHICS STAIIZTES THAT GOVERV US. 



- 

HOWEVER, THOSE STATUTES Pa REQC?RE RECUSAL WHEN ANY 

COMlWSSIObiR HAS A DIRECT FINitYClAL INTEREST THAT COCZD BE 

AFFECTED BY A B U E  CLOSZiRE OR REALIGN;MENT. I FIND W S E W  IN SUCH A 

SITUATION ON THE ARMY PROPOSAL TO DISESTABLISH ITS AVLATION- 

TROOP COMMAND. 

SO I WILL RECUSE MYSELF ON THE ATCOM PROPOSAL, AND ON ANY 

OTHERS THAT lMAY BE RELATED TO ATCOM. 

HAVING SAID THAT, WE ARE NOW READY FOR THE STAFF 

PRESENTATION ON THE O'HARE AIR FORCE RESERVE UNIT. 
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DISTRICT OFFICE: 

109  SOUTH LINCOLN 
O'FALLON, ILLINOIS 6 2 2 6 9  
6 18 /632-0373 

SPRINGFIELD OFFICE: 

ROOM 2 0 0  1 STRATTON BUILDING 
SPRINGFIELD, ILLINOIS 6 2 7 0 6  
2 1 7 / 782 -640  1 

RON STEPHENS 
STATE REPRESENTATIVE DISTRICT 1 1 0  

May 9, 1995 

COMMITTEES: 

TRANSPORTATION & MOTOR VEHICLES 
SPOKESMAN 

VETERANS' AFFAIRS 
VICE-SPOKESMAN 

AGRICULTURE & CONSERVATION 

JUDICIARY I 

PUBLIC SAFETY & 
INFRASTRUCTURE APPROPRIATIONS 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Defense Base Closure 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

Thank you for your continuing efforts to keep the Charles Melvin 
Price Support Center and Army Aviation & Troop Command (ATCOM) in 
Southwestern Illinois. 

A constituent recently wrote my office with an option to the 
relocation of ATCOM. I feel it has merit and am forwarding it to 
you for your consideration. 

If I can be of further assistance, please do not hesitate to 
contact me. 

Sincerely, 

Ron Stephens 
STATE REPRESENTATIVE 
110th District 

Enclosure 

cc: Congressman Jerry Costello 
Senator Carol Moseley-Braun 
Senator Paul Simon 
Governon Jim Edgar 

RECYCLED PAPER - SOYBEAN INKS 
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Ron S t e v e n s  

S t a t e  R e p r e s e n t a t i v e  

1 1 0 t h  D i s t r i c t  

1 0 9  S o u t h  L i n c o l n  

O f a l l o n ,  I11 62269  

D e a r  R e p r e s e n t a t i v e  S t e v e n s  

Re: Base R e a l i g n m e n t  & C l o s u r e  (BRAC) 

C h a r l e s  M e l v i n  P r i c e  S u p p o r t  C e n t e r  

Army A v i a t i o n  & T r o o p  Command (ATCOM) 

I w r i t e  t o  y o u  a s  a  c o n s t i t u a n t ,  and  an  e m p l o y e e  o f  t h e  U . S .  Army 

A v i a t i o n  & T r o o p  Command i n  S t .  L o u i s .  

I am s u r e  y o u  a r e  a w a r e  o f  t h e  much p u b l i c i z e d  BRAC r e c o m m e n d a t i o n  

t o  c l o s e  ATCOM and  r e d u c e  t h e  s i z e  o f  CMPSC. The Army h a s  made i t  

c l e a r  t h e y  do  n o t  w a n t  t o  d i s c u s s  t h e  s i t u a t i o n  u n l e s s  i t  p r o v e s  

" m i l i t a r y  w o r t h " .  I n  o t h e r  w o r d s ,  i f  we c a n n o t  d o w n s i z e  and  s a v e  

money,  t h e y  w i l l  n o t  r e c o n s i d e r  t h e i r  r e c o m m e n d a t i o n .  

To t h i s  e n d ,  I w a n t e d  t o  s h a r e  w i t h  y o u  a n  i d e a  a  f r i e n d  o f  m i n e  

d e v e l o p e d  and  i s  w o r t h y  o f  c o n s i d e r i n g .  A c o p y  o f  t h e  l e t t e r  h e  

w r o t c  t o  Congressman C o s t e l l o  i s  a t t a c h e d ,  and o u t l i n e s  h i s  i d e a .  

B o t t o m  l i n e  - a s  a  t a x p a y e r ,  i f  I w e r e  g i v e n  a  c h a n c e  t o  v o t e  o n  

s p e n d i n g  $ 1 4 6  M i l l i o n  v s  $50  M i l l i o n ,  I t h i n k  y o u  know how I w o u l d  

v o t e .  I r e s p e c t f u l l y  r e q u e s t  y o u r  s u p p o r t  i n  t h i s  r e c o m m e n d a t i o n .  

& (L- 
M r .  a 1  B u c h m i l l e r  

1 4 1 8  Oak S t r e e t  

H i g h l a n d ,  I11 62249  



1470 Whirlaway Drive J 

Florissant, Missouri 63033' 
March 23, 1995 

Honorable Jerry F. Costello 
Representative in Congress 
1363 Niedringhaus Avenue 
Granite City, Illinois 62040 

Dear Representative Costello: 

Your office has undoubtedly been inundated with letters requesting that the U.S. Army Aviation 
and Trobp Command (ATCOM) be kept open at its current location. Most of these letters do 
little more than subpit s "p!ease don't let it happen" plea or demand that you take action to 
prevent the closure of ATCOM and also the Charles Melvin Price Support Center, located in 
Granite City, Illinois. None of the letters suggests any solution other than simply maintaining the 
status quo. However, the Army clearly wishes to avoid the expense of leasing facilities and is not 
likely to be convinced by emotional pleading to retain either ATCOM or the Price Center. 

We are writing to suggest an alternate solution, which we believe the Army may be willing to 
accept and which would keep ATCOM in the St. Louis area. The Army wishes to avoid the 
expense of leasing, which is logical and justifiable. Our alternate solution would accomplish this, 
yet would prevent the significant personal and regional repercussions which would be caused by 
implementation of the current Department of Defense (DoD) recommendations to the Base 
Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Commission. 

Our recommendation is to construct an office building on the Charles Melvin Price Support 
Center to house ATCOM. Since the Price Center is owned by the Army, no lease would be 
req~ired. Additionally, since the Price Center is only a few miles from ATCOM, the St. Louis 
area would not be adversely impacted. 

We believe this recommendation has numerous advantages, including but not limited to the 
following: 

1. The cost to construct an office building and parking facilities would be approximately 
one-third the cost to close ATCOM and transfer its functions. The Army estimates that it will 
cost at least $146 Million to relocate ATCOM functions to Huntsville, Alabama, and other sites, 
whereds constructing a new office building on the Price Center would cost an estimated $50 
Million. This is calculated by multiplying the current Army allowance of 130 square feet per 
person times $90 per square foot times the estimated 4,000 ATCOM employees, then adding 
additional expenses for parking facilities, etc. Thus, a new building on the Price Center would 
save approximately $100 Million compared to the DoD estimate for closing ATCOM and 
transferring its functions. The payback period would be significantly shortened from 



approximately three years for the current recommendation to just over one year, thereby 
increasing the overall return on investment. 

2. The ,4rrny would not lose significant numbers of highly trained, experier~ced personnel 
who would be unable to relocate. Thus, national security and readiness postures would not be 
jeopardized. 

3.  Since ATCOMts work force is approximately 30 percent minority, the Army would be 
able to continue its commitment to Equal Employment Opportunity (EEO) goals. If ATCOM is 
closed and its hnctions transferred, the minority percentage is likely to decrease significantly. 

4. The econonlic base of the St. Louis metropolitan area would not be adversely impacted 
as people could remain in their chosen communities and continue to patronize the same business 
establishments. 

5. On a more personal or individual level, no employee would face the costly and 
traumatic process of uprooting and relocating. 

6 .  No employee would lose his or her career simply because of inability to relocate. 

7. No employee would have to sell his or her home and buy a new one. In S t  Louis, the 
selling price would be lower because of the sudden surge of available housing; but in Huntsville, 
the price to buy would be higher because of the demand for housing outstripping the supply. The 
simple economic principle of supply and demand will cause significant financial hardship for 
thoasands of families. 

We firmly believe that the recommendation to utilize the Charles Melvin Price Support Center 
offers the Army the economy it needs and avoids the disastrous personal and regional 
consequences inherent in the current DoD recommendations to BRAC regarding ATCOM. For 
these and other reasons, we believe that a move to the Charles Melvin Price Support Center 
would be eminently logical. In other words, "The PRICE Is Right." 

Please ensure that the BRAC commission gives serious consideration to this suggestion. We are 
convinced this is a "Win-Win" proposition for all parties. 

Sincerely, 

Steven D. Keiser 

&~h:*-yh 
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City of Newport 
City Hall - 43 Broadway 
Newport, Rhode Island 02840-2798 

THE CITY OF NEWPORT, RHODE ISLAND 
OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 

David F. Roderick, Jr. ph2pi<z c -%f:r ;:p i + c  :;:**.~f 

Mayor ...,, %.,Az r !  z 3 re; *.- - .. -'p - ~ ~ o s L - \ S  F 

May 10, 1995 

Mr. Alan Simpson, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore St., Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Simpson: 

The City of Newport supports the Department of Defense 
recommendations to close the Naval Undersea Warfare Center in 
New London, Ct., and the Naval Research Laboratory Detachment in 
Orlando. These recommendations are consistent with the Navy's 
stated desire to consolidate geographically full spectrum 
laboratories in a manner that simultaneously increases military 
value, decreases infrastructure and reducing operating costs. 

NUWCDIVNPT management have been excellent stewards of taxpayer's 
money. The fact that Newport is relatively close to New London 
makes it possible that New London employees could commute from 
their current residences. Those in New London and Orlando who 
choose to relocate will find a healthy community, a rich Navy 
heritage, and a quality of life that is superior. 

If there is anything that I can do to convince you of Newport's 
willingness to share this life, please call me. I will be happy 
to do anything I can to bring about these consolidations. (/p2?/,g&/ 

avid F. Rode 'ck, Jr. ' 

City Hall, 43 Broadway Newport, Rhode Island 02840 (401) 846-9600 Fax (401) 848-5750 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 , 1 . %  

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 

May 17, 1995 WENDI LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable David F. Roderick, Jr. 
Mayor, City of Newport 
City Hall - 43 Broadway 
Newport, Rhode Island 02840-2798 

Dear Mayor Roderick: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Department of Defense's 
recommendations regarding the Naval Research Laboratory Detachment in Orlando and 
Naval Undersea Warfare Center in New London, Connecticut. I certainly understand your 
interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information 
used by the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the 
information you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and 
analysis of the Secretary of Defense's recommendations. 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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BXL McCOLLUM 

BTH ~ S ~ I C T .  FLORIDA 

CHAIRMAN 

. SUBCOMMITTEE ON CRIME 

COMMITlEE O N  
JUDICIARY 

COMMITTEE ON 
BANKING AND FINANCIAL SERVICES 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 

Congress of the anited 3tates 

The Honorable John Dalton 
Secretary of the Navy 
Department of the Navy 
1000 Navy Pentagon 
Washington, D. C. 20350- 1000 

Wouer of Rrprracntatiure 
Oaehington, BE 2051 5-090s 

March 28, 1995 

RE: BRAC 95 Actions - Naval Research Laboratory, Underwater Sound Reference 
Detachment, Orlando, Florida 

VIA FAX TRANSMISSION TO (703) 614-3477 

Dear Mr. Secretary: 

After reviewing the materials made available to my office regarding the decision to disestablish 
.- the Naval Research Laboratory, Underwater Sound Reference Detachment (NRL-USRD) and 

relocate the calibration and standards function to the Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Newport 
Division, Newport (NUWC-DIVNPT), there remain a number of questions which I need 
answered in order to adequately review this recommendation and make necessary comments and 
presentations to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. Therefore, I am 
writing to request your assistance in providing answers to the questions contained in this letter. 
Furthemore, due to the short time frame of the base closure process, I respectfully request 
your assistance in furnishing the answers and information to my inquiries no later than April 
15, 1995. 

Please provide the answers to the following questions: 

1. In the Navy's justification for the closure of NRL-USRD, the Department states 
that "specific reductions for technical centers are difficult to determine, because 
these activities are supported through customer orders. " Because specific 
reductions in "technical centers" like the NRL-USRD are hard to determine and 
due to the fact that the overall budget process is dependent upon customer orders, 
why would any expenditure of funds on behalf of the Department to relocate the 
acbvity be a wise, or cost saving move? 

2. It is my understanding that the laboratory located in Orlando is run similarly to 
the way a business might operate in that daries and the demand for additional 
staffing levels are based upon consumer purchases. Is this the case with respect 
to NRL-USRD? 

3. If the answer to question two above is in the affirmative, please explain why any 
disrup!ion of productivity or relocation would be of benefit to the Department of 
Defense. If the market dictated a reduction in activity, is it not incumbent upon 
the USRD to make adjustments to personnel based upon market demand? 
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4. The Navy cites an annual savings of $2.8 million. It is my understanding that the 
savings noted above are generated from the loss of contract employees such as 
security personnel and utilities. Please explain the source for these savings and 
indicate why the costs for utilities, contract personnel and other costs associated 
with the $2.8 million would not be a recurring expense at the gaining facility. 

5 .  According to notations found in the "Scenarios Development Data Call," there 
is reference to restoration of the facility to its natural state - both in Leesburg 
and in Orlando. However, I was unable to find any reference to the estimated 
$3 million to restore the main site to its natural condition. Is this expenditure 
included in your analysis? If so, why was it deleted from the COBRA run that 
was made available to my office. How does the inclusion of this expenditure 
impact the COBRA results? Please provide a corrected COBRA analysis. 

6 .  Please provide me with a listing of DoD's direct annual appropriations to NRL- 
USRD for FY 1992 - FY 1995. In addition, please provide a listing of DON'S 
appropriations to NRL-USRD for those same years. In addition, please provide 
me with the total "reimbursable funding" received by the facility for each of the 
years stated above. Finally, please provide a list of the "contracts" that the DON 
sponsored through "work requests" with NRL-USRD for the same period of 
time. 

7. Please supply me with the annual operating budget of NRL-USRD for FY 1992 - 
FY 1995 in detail, including separate line items for the following items: payroll, 
utilities, real property maintenance, leases, and contract employees. 

8. It is my understanding that DON uses the anechoic tank facility to test critical 
Navy underwater acoustic devices and related materials for the ADCAP torpedo 
sonar and acoustic hull treatments for the new attack submarine. What will DON 
do to replace the anechoic tank facility? At what total cost? How much down 
time is required to accommodate this relocation? 

9. It is my understanding that DON uses its low-frequency facility in Orlando to test 
critical Navy underwater acoustic devices and related materials for the SOSUS 
hydrophones and acoustic hull treatments for the new attack submarine. What 
will DON do to replace the low frequency facility? At what total cost? How 
much down time is required to accommodate this relocation? 

10. Does the gaining activity, NUWCDIVNPT, plan to retain the lake facility at 
Leesburg? How will USRD perform the testing now conducted at this location 
without Leesburg? Please elaborate and inelude any additional costs associated 
with conducting these tests at a different location. 

11. In the Department's recommendations for closure, the justification information 
for closure of this facility indicates that the "level of forces and of the budget are 
reliable indicators of sharp declines in technical center workload through FY 
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11. (continued) 2001, which leads to a recognition of excess capacity in these 
activities." Please provide the excess capacity analysis that was performed 
regarding the NRL-USRD that led to the conclusion that there was excess 
capacity in the category of work performed at this center. 

In the Department's recommendations for closure, the justification information 
for closure of this facility indicates that the "disestablishment of this laboratory 
reduces excess capacity by eliminating unnecessarily redundant capability.. . . " 
Please indicate the activities, measurement., testing, evaluations, calibrations and 
standards functions that are concurrently performed at the NRL-USRD and at 
other facilities. Please list the activity, measurement, test, evaluation, calibration 
or standards function NRL-USRD that is being concurrently performed at any 
other facility and please provide the name of each such facility. 

13. It is my understanding that NRL-USRD is the only facility of its nature that is 
located in a southern, warm climate. Is this correct? If so, please indicate how 
testing, evaluations, calibrations and standards functions performed in this 
environment can be considered "redundant?" 

14. Please provide me the historical reasons for why the Navy established the NRL- 
USRD in Orlando in the 1940's. 

15. It is my understanding that the NRL-USRD is the Navy's institution for 
standardizing underwater acoustic measurements and that USRD provides a link 
in the traceability of underwater acoustic measurements to the National Institute 
of Standards and Technology (NIST). How will the relocation of this facility and 
the inevitable loss of expertise, interruption of testing, and reestablishment of 
facilities in NUWCDIVNPT affect this essential function provided by USRD? 
What is the estimated total time of interruption of services that are associated 
with this relocation? 

16. In analyzing this option, did the Department explore the possibility of losing a 
large contingency of the expertise associated with this facility because some 
personnel at NRL-USRD will not make the move to Newport? If so, how does 
the Navy intend to accommodate for the lack of qualified and experienced 
personnel? Is the loss of this experience of any value to the Navy? Was this 
potential loss factored into any of the discussions regarding the less than modest 
savings generated by this relocation? 

It is my understanding that the Department of the Navy (DON) has relied upon 
the warm water calibration data of NRL-USRD for the last fifty years. The 
water temperatures of northern test facilities obviously vary from those found in 
Orlando. With a move to Newport, DON will no longer be able to compare fifty 
years of data to present underwater sound measurements. How will this affect 
the reliability and confidence of measurements and calibrations in the future? 
Please elaborate on the extent of this loss and its long term impact on sonar 
transdllcers currently being utilized by the fleet. 
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18. After reviewing the materials available in the BRAC Library, I was unable to 
locate any information regarding the receiving facilities at NUWCDIVNPT. 
Please describe the renovation and/or construction needs of existing or new 
facilities located at NWCDIVNPT necessary to accommodate the relocation of 
NRL-USRD and NUWCDETNL. In answering this question, please provide the 
costs associated with each renovation or construction project. 

19. Will the relocation of 55 employees from NRL-USRD, sonar standard 
transducers, and calibration equipment increase the costs of operation 
(maintenance and utilities) in Newport? If so, please identify those expenses. If 
not, please specify why. 

20. It is my understanding that the Anechoic Tank Facility I1 (ATFII) will be 
relocated to NUWC under the BRAC 95 scenario; however, the cost data 
included in the COBRA scenario development does not include any MILCON at 
NUWC. Where will the DON relocate ATFII, in an existing facility? Please 
identify any of the renovation or rehabilitation costs associated with the building 
that will house ATFII in Newport. In addition, please provide the actual estimates 
for relocating the tank itself to Newport. 

21. COBRA data provided to my office indicates a recumng savings of civilian 
salaries of $1,231,000 in 1997 and $2,461,000 in successive years. Please 
explain how these savings are generated. Do they result from savings associated 
with the 45 positions eliminated in the scenario? How is a savings generated to 
DoD if these employees are DBOF employees? Why wouldn't these savings 
occur whether NRL-USRD is moved or stays in Orlando? 

22. It appears that the Navy is attempting to consolidate laboratory missions to create 
a more efficient operation. Towards that end, it certainly makes a great deal of 
sense to incorporate the NRL-USRD under the NUWC. However, it would 
appear to make equal sense, given some of the unique capabilities of NRL- 
USRD, for the DON to consider the possibility of consolidating all of NUWC's 
transducer calibration and experimentation personnel in NRL-USRD. Was this 
option considered? If not, why not? If so, please provide a complete summary 
of data and deliberations engaged in during your review of this scenario. 

23. It is my understanding that the decision to close NUWC, New London means the 
relocation of seven facilities to NUWCDIVNPT. Of these activities, (1) 
Submarine & Surface Ship Sonar Transducer RDT&E Complex; (2) Submarine 
Sonar Development & Evaluation Complex; (3) Underwater Mobile and Deployed 
Sonar Arrays RDT&E Complex; (4) Turbulent Boundary Layer Hydroacoustic 
Experimental Quiet Water Tunnel Facility; (5) Tactical Sonar Measurements and 
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3. (continued) Analysis Facility; (6) Acoustic Array Experimental Measurement 
Facility; and (7) Sonar Array Microelectronics Development Facility, please list 
the space and personnel requirements for each. Furthermore, please indicate 
which activities, if any, perform transducer calibration and experimentation. 

Your prompt response and attention to these questions will be greatly appreciated. 

BILL McCOLLUM 
Member of Congress 

BMcC : j ma 



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY 

(INSTALLATIONS AND ENVIRONMENT) 

1000 NAVY PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20350-1000 

The Honorable Bill McCollum 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. McCollum: 

Thank you for your letter of March 28, 1995, to the 
Secretary of the Navy, concerning the Naval Research Laboratory 
Underwater Sound Reference Detachment (NRL-USRD), Orlando, 
Florida. I am responding for Secretary Dalton. 

Responses to the 23 questions you asked regarding the 
Department of the Navy's recommendation to disestablish the NRL- 
USRD, are attached. They are based on certified information in 
our 1995 Base Structure Data Base: that which we forwarded 
originally to the 1995 Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission, and additional information, also provided to the 
Commission, that we subsequently obtained from the reply to a 
data call we issued specifically to enable our response to your 
query. 

I trust this information satisfactorily addresses your 
concerns. As always, if I can be of any further assistance, 
please let me know. 

Sincerely, 
n 

Attachment 



REPRESENTATIVE BILL MCCOLLUM'S QUESTIONS CONCERNING 
THE NAVAL RESEARCH LABORATORY, 

UNDERWATER SOUND REFERENCE DETACHMENT, ORLANDO, FLORIDA 

Q1. In the Navy's justification for the closure of NRL-USRD, the 
Department states that "specific reductions for technical centers 
are difficult to determine, because these activities are 
supported through customer orders." Because specific reductions 
in "technical centers" like the NRL-USRD are hard to determine 
and due to the fact that the overall budget process is dependent 
upon customer orders, why would any expenditure of funds on 
behalf of the Department to relocate the activity be a wise, or 
cost saving move? 

Al. Because the overhead/fixed cost to maintain a facility is 
virtually independent of the number of people working in it, 
relocation of the calibration and standards function with 
associated personnel, equipment and support from NRL-USRD to NUWC 
Newport will not significantly increase overhead/fixed costs at 
Newport, but will eliminate fixed costs to operate NRL-USRD, 
resulting in substantial savings to the DoD. 

42. It is my understanding that the laboratory located in 
Orlando is run similarly to the way a business might operate in 

I( that salaries and the demand for additional staffing levels are 
based upon consumer purchases. Is this the case with respect to 
NRL-USRD? 

A2. NRL-USRD is a DBOF-funded activity and as such receives very 
little institutional funding. Operational funding is dependent 
upon program/customer dollars. 

Q3. If the answer to question two above is in the affirmative, 
please explain why any disruption of productivity or relocation 
would be of benefit to the Department of Defense. If the market 
dictated a reduction in activity, is it not incumbent upon the 
USRD to make adjustments to personnel based upon market demand? 

A3. The closure of NRL-USRD benefits the DoD in that it reduces 
overhead/fixed costs. Certified data provided by NRL-USRD 
Orlando reported annual receipt of DBOF overhead funding in the 
amount of $1.325M. As personnel and functions relocating to NUWC 
Newport will occupy space already existing at Newport, and for 
reasons stated in response to question 1, costs of this amount 
would not be incurred by Newport. Therefore, savings are 
achieved by the Department. 

Q4. The Navy cites an annual savings of $2.8 million. It is my 
understanding that the savings noted above are generated from the 
loss of contract employees such as security personnel and 
utilities. Please explain the source for these savings and 



indicate why the costs for utilities, contract personnel and 
other costs associated with the $2.8 million would not be a 
recurring expense at the gaining facility. 

A4. The annual savings of $2.8M in the NRL-USRD Orlando scenario 
include $2.5M civilian salary savings for the 45 civilian 
positions eliminated as a result of this closure. It also shows 
net non-payroll savings for base operations support of $.3M. 
These savings were calculated using the Cost of Base Closure and 
Realignment Actions (COBRA) algorithms which the DoD mandated for 
use by the Military Departments. 

Q5. According to notations found in the "Scenario Development 
Data Call," there is reference to restoration of the facility to 
its natural state - both in Leesburg and in Orlando. However, I 
was unable to find any reference to the estimated $3 million to 
restore the main site to its natural condition. Is this 
expenditure included in your analysis? If so, why was it deleted 
from the COBRA run that was made available to my office. How 
does the inclusion of this expenditure impact the COBRA results? 
Please provide a corrected COBRA analysis. 

A5. The certified scenario development data call response from 
NRL-USRD reported an "Other One-Time Unique Cost' of $1.046M, 
which resulted from provisions of the Leesburg site lease 

i requiring that the property be returned to its 'original pristine 
condition." This amount was included in COBRA analysis. 

46. Please provide me with a listing of DoD1s direct annual 
appropriations to NRL-USRD for FY-92 - FY-95. In addition, 
please provide a listing of DON'S appropriations to NRL-USRD for 
those same years. In addition, please provide me with the total 
"reimbursable fundingn received by the facility for each of the 
years stated above. Finally, please provide a list of the 
"contracts" that the DON sponsored through "work requests" with 
NRL-USRD for the same period of time. 

A6. There are no direct appropriations applicable to NRL-USRD. 
Funding received by NRL-USRD for FY 1992 - FY 1995 is 

provided below: 

Reimbursable Direct Cite Total 
($000) ($000) ($000) 

Direct program contracts (all sources) are listed on attachment A 



Q7. Please supply me with the annual operating budgeting of NRL- 
USRD for FY-92 - FY-95 in detail, including separate line items 
for the following items: payroll, utilities, real property 
maintenance, leases, and contract employees. 

A7. Annual operating budget information for NRL-USRD for FY 1992 
- N 1995 is provided on attachment B. 

48. It is my understanding that DON uses the anechoic tank 
facility to test critical Navy underwater acoustic devices and 
related materials for the ADCAP torpedo sonar and acoustic hull 
treatments for the new attack submarine. What will DON do to 
replace the anechoic tank facility? At what total cost? How 
much down time is required to accommodate this relocation? 

A8. The Anechoic Tank Facility I1 (ATF 11) will be relocated to 
NUhT Newport. The certified scenario development data call 
response from NRL-USRD reported a cost of $1.853M to break down 
and transport the ATF I1 and a cost of $3.517M to reassemble the 
AFT I1 at NUWC Newport, for a total cost of $5.370M. Certified 
data indicates this relocation will require less than one year to 
accomplish. Other tanks at NRL-USRD will be excessed and tanks 
existing at other sites will be used. 

Q9. It is my understanding that DON uses its low-frequency 
facility in Orlando to test critical Navy underwater acoustic 
devices and related materials for the SOSUS hydrophones and 
acoustic hull treatments for the new attack submarine. What will 
DON do the replace the low frequency facility? At what total 
cost? How much down time is required to accommodate this 
relocation? 

A9. The low-frequency facility at NRL-USRD will not be relocated 
to NUWC Newport. The Navy will utilize existing low-frequency 
facilities at other Naval activities/ranges to satisfy 
mission/customer requirements of this nature. 

Q10. Does the gaining activity, NUWCDIVNPT, plan to retain the 
lake facility at Leesburg? How will USRD perform the testing now 
conducted at this location without Leesburg? Please elaborate 
and include any additional costs associated with conducting these 
test at a different location. 

A1G. The Leesburg facility will not be retained. This decision 
is consistent with the Navy's goal to continue down-scoping of 
acoustic testing to a few, full-spectrum activities. The Navy 
will utilize existing facilities at other Naval activities to 
accomplish testing similar to that conducted at the Leesburg 
site. 



Qll. In the Department's recommendations for closure, the 
justification information for closure of this facility indicates 
that the "level of forces and of the budget are reliable 
indicators of sharp declines in technical center workload through 
FY-2001, which leads to a recognition of excess capacity in these 
activities." Please provide the excess capacity analysis that 
was performed regarding the NRL-USRD that led to the conclusion 
that there was excess capacity in the category of work performed 
at this center. 

All. The Department of Navy calculated excess technical capacity 
at an aggregate level as explained in the report and deliberative 
minutes. In the activities involved with technical efforts, the 
Navy has excess capacity of 15237 workyears by FY 1997 and 26587 
workyears by FY2001. Excess capacity was reduced by the 
consolidation of necessary functions, equipment and personnel to 
fewer number of sites. 

412. In the Department's recommendations for closure, the 
justification information for closure of this facility indicates 
that the "disestablishment of this laboratory reduces excess 
capacity by eliminating unnecessarily redundant capability ..." 
Please indicate the activities, measurements, testing, 
evaluation, calibrations and standards functions that are 
concurrently performed at the NRL-USRD that is being concurrently 

( preformed at any other facility and please provide the name of 
each such facility. 

A12. Functions such as measurement, testing, evaluation, and 
calibration and standards of acoustic transducers and materials 
are also performed at NSWC Carderock, MD; NUWC Keyport, WA; NUWC 
Newport, RI; NSWC Crane, IN; NSWC Panama City, FL; and NCCOSC, 
San Diego, CA. Although there is little direct duplication among 
all of these sites, appropriate skills, disciplines and equipment 
exists to assume additional workload and functions. Where 
specific equipment is not available at a proposed receiving site, 
appropriate equipment is moved. 

Q13. It is my understanding that NRL-USRD is the only facility of 
its nature that is located in a southern, warm climate. Is this 
correct? If so, please indicate how testing, evaluations, 
calibrations, and standards functions performed in this 
environment can be considered "redundant?' 

A13. The Navy also operates ranges and facilities in the Bahamas 
and along the Gulf Coast and in other locations. As noted in A- 
12, there are other facilities where similar work is being or can 
be performed. The Navy will utilize these and other facilities 
to continue necessary functions. 



/ .  414. Please provide me the historical reasons for why the Navy 
established the NRL-USRD in Orlando in the 1940's. 

A14. The Underwater Sound Reference Laboratory (USRL) was 
established in 1941. At that time, in the infancy of underwater 
acoustics, there was a need for an organized program for 
developing standard hydrophonic instruments and methods for 
making precision measurements on underwater acoustical devices. 
Toward fulfilling this need, a contract between the Navy's Office 
of Scientific Research and Development (now the Office of Naval 
Research) and the Western Electric Company was signed for the 
establishment of USRL, with experimental work to be performed by 
the Bell Telephone Laboratories. 

Lake Gem Mary, one mile South of Orlando, Florida, was 
selected as the site because of its nearly circular shoreline and 
roughly conical bottom. Furthermore, the climate offered 
assurance that the water would be free of ice the year round. In 
addition, a small lake was considered more suitable, at that 
time, than a stream or a larger body of water, because it would 
have less interference from waves, tides, and boat traffic. 

415. It is my understanding that the NRL-USRD is the Navy's 
institution for standardizing underwater acoustic measurements 
and that USRD provides a link in the traceability of underwater 
acoustic measurements to the National Institute of Standards and 
Technology (NIST). How will the relocation of this facility and 
the inevitable loss of expertise, interruption of testing, and 
reestablishment of facilities in NUCWDIVNPT affect this essential 
provided by USRD? What is the estimated total time of 
interruption of services that are associated with this 
relocation? 

A15. Continuing with the DON thrust of previous consolidations, 
MTWC Newport will become the primary source for standardizing 
underwater acoustic measurements. Total time of interruption of 
services associated with relocation to NUWC Newport is an 
implementation issue. However, certified data from NRL-USRD 
reports that relocation will require less than one year. 

416. In analyzing this option, did the Department explore the 
possibility of losing a large contingency of the expertise 
associated with this facility because some personnel at NRL-USRD 
will not make the move to Newport? If so, how does the Navy 
intend to accommodate for the lack of qualified and experienced 
personnel? Is the loss of this experience of any value to the 
Navy? Was this potential loss factored into any of the 
diseussions regarding the less than modest savings generated by 
this relocation? 

A16. The Navy recognizes that personnel possessing acoustic 
expertise and skills are resident at a number of Naval facilities 
other than NRL-USRD. The Navy will rely on personnel at these 
other Naval activities for this expertise if the personnel 



associated with acoustics at NRL-USRD decide not to move as 
invited. Considerations of skill loss and subsequent skill 
building was attendant in all closures affected by the Navy. 

Q17. It is my understanding that the Department of the Navy (DON) 
has relied upon the warm water calibration data of NRL-USRD for 
the last fifty years. The water temperatures of northern test 
facilities obviously vary from those found in Orlando. With a 
move to Newport, DON will no longer be able to compare fifty 
years of data to present underwater sound measurements. How will 
this effect the reliability and confidence of measurements and 
calibrations in the future? Please elaborate on the extent of 
this loss and its long term impact on sonar transducers currently 
being utilized by the fleet. 

A17. The Navy will rely on all historic data including that 
available at other Naval activities and validate through . 
correlation. 

Q18. After reviewing the materials available in the BRAC Library, 
I was unable to locate any information regarding the receiving 
facilities at NUWCDIVNPT. Please describe the renovation and/or 
construction needs of existing or new facilities located at 
NUWCDIVNPT necessary to accommodate the relocation of NRL-USRD 

(-, . and NUWCDETNL. In answering this question, please provide the 
costs associated with each renovation or construction project. 

A18. Due to continued down-sizing ongoing at NUWC Newport and 
elsewhere in the Navy, adequate space already exists at NUWC 
Newport, and no new construction or renovation will be required 
to accommodate the relocation of functions and personnel from 
NRL-USRD. A foundation already exists at NUWC Newport on which 
to place the ATF test tank. 

Q19. Will the relocation of 55 employees from NRL-USRD, sonar 
standard transducers, and calibration equipment increase the 
costs of operation (maintenance and utilities) in Newport? If 
so, please specify why. 

A19. The COBRA algorithms estimated an increase of BOS costs of 
$409K at NUWC Newport based on the numbers of positions 
transferring into NUWC Newport from NRL-USRD. This cost is 
reflected in the net BOS savings of $.3M discussed in answer 4. 

420. It is my understanding that the Anechoic Tank Facility I1 
(ATFII) will be relocated to NUWC under the BRAC 95 scenario; 
however, the cost data included in the COBRA scenario development 
does not include any MILCON at NUWC. Where will the DON relocate 
ATFII, in an existing facility? Please identify any of the 
re~ovation or rehabilitation costs associated with the building 
that will house ATFII in Newport. In addition, please provide 
the actual estimates for relocating the tank itself to Newport. 



A20. The certified scenario development data call response from 
NRL-USRD reported a cost of $1.853M to break down and transport 
the ATF I1 and a cost of $3.517M to reassemble the AFT I1 at NUWC 
Newport, for a total cost of $5.370M. Concrete foundations are 
already in place at NUWC Newport. 

Q21. COBRA data provided to my office indicates a recurring 
savings of civilian salaries of $1,231,000 in 1997 and $2,461,000 
in successive years. Please explain how these savings are 
generated. Do they result from savings associated with the 45 
positions eliminated in the scenario? How is a savings generated 
to DoD if these employee are DBOF employees? Why wouldn't these 
savings occur whether NRL-USRD is moved or stays in Orlando? 

A21. The salary savings shown in this scenario are based on the 
45 civilian positions eliminated. The COBRA algorithms estimate 
a half a year's savings in the year the positions are eliminated 
and full savings for successive years. Salary savings are 
obtained by eliminating jobs. This reduction in jobs will result 
in savings to the Department regardless of how the closing 
activity is funded, e.g., DBOF, O&M, RDT&E, etc. Salary savings 
are obtained by shutting down facilities and eliminating 
operations at NRL-USRD Orlando. These savings would not be 
achieved if NRL-USRD Orlando remains open. 

t Q22. It appears that the Navy is attempting to consolidate 
laboratory missions to create a more efficient operation. 
Towards that end, it certainly makes a great deal of sense to 
incorporate the NRL-USRD under the NUWC. However, it would 
appear to make equal sense, given some of the unique capabilities 
of NRL-USRD, for the DON to consider the possibility of 
consolidating all of NUWC1s transducer calibration and 
experimentation personnel in NRL-USRD. Was this option 
considered? If not, why not? If so, please provide a complete 
summary of data and deliberations engaged in during your review 
of this scenario. 

A22. This option was not considered due to the Navy's goal to 
consolidate similar functions and reduce the total number of 
sites. 

Q23. It is my understanding that the decision to close NUWC, New 
London means the relocation of seven facilities to NUWCDIVNPT. 
Of these activities, (1) Submarine & Surface Ship Sonar 
Transducer RDT&E Complex; (2) Submarine Sonar Development & 
Evaluation Complex; (3) Underwater Mobile and Deployed Sonar 
Arrays RDT&E Complex; (4) Turbulent Boundary Layer Hydroacoustic 
Experimental Quiet Water Tunnel Facility; (5) Tactical Sonar 
Measurements and Analysis Facility; (6) Acoustic Array 
Experimental Measurement Facility; and ( 7 )  Sonar Array 
Microelectronics Development Facility, please list the space and 
personnel requirements for each. Furthermore, please indicate 



I .  which activities, if any, perform transducer calibration and 
experimentation. 

A23. All personnel, equipment, and facilities relocating to NUWC 
Newport from NUWC New London will be accommodated by 
refurbishment of existing NUWC and NETC Newport facilities. None 
of the facilities relocating from NUWC New London were 
specifically designed to perform transducer calibration, however 
they do perform transducer research and experimentation. The 
calibration functions will be performed among these facilities, 
the ATF, and existing ranges. 



NRL-USRD CONTRACT OBLIGATIONS H 

CO-CT NUMBER VENDOR NAME M92 FY93 FY94 FVBS 12 

ACTRAN SYSTEMS INC 
A M A  SIGNAL PROCESSORS 
BWWTN€R 6 ASSOCUTES 
BRANlNEFl b ASSOCIATES 
8RANTNER 6 ASSOCIATES 
BRANTNER & ASSOCIATES 
DAVID H. TRIVEIT, INC 
DWS INTEFWATIONAL BlC 
EMPIRE MAGNETICS HC 
FUGROUDI LTD 
M-OBAC ASSOCIATES, LTD 
GRUMMAN DATA SYSTEM COW 
HYDf3OACOUSTICS INC 
HYDROSCIENCE N C  
NETWORN REU) SERVICES, INC . 
NIMROD ENGWEERlNG 
NY STATE COLLEGE W CRUMlC 
TMAS RESEARCH lN!T 
TEXAS RESEARCH INM 
THE BECHDON C O ~  17 
THE PENNSYLVANIA STATE W 
THE PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNV 
IOGA PPE SUPPLY CO, INC 
mi 7ESSCO wc  
TRI TEssco MC 
TRI TESSCO INC 
TRl TESSCO lNC 
TRI TESSCO INC 
=OR RESEARCH COMPANY 

H DiredProgran contacts 
12 FYI995 indudes actual data through April 1,1995. 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 

May 16, 1995 GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Major General Jay D. Blume, Jr. (Lt. Col. Mary Tripp) 
Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff 

for Base Realignment and Transition 
Headquarters USAF 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington D.C. 20330- 1670 

Dear General Blume: 

As a result of the Adds Hearing on May 10th the Commission has added Grand Forb 
AFB, ND for consideration for closure. Although we have received a previous COBRA run 
closing Grand Forks AFB we request a new run incorporating the following scenario: 

Close Grand Forks AFB and realign two tanker squadrons to Seymour Johnson 
AFB, NC and two tanker squadrons to MacDill AFB, FL. This realignment of 
aircraft should also include the relocation of the tanker squadron from Malmstrom 
AFB, MI' to MacDill AFB. The final beddown would be two tanker squadrons at 
Seymour Johnson AFB and three tanker squadrons at MacDiIl AFB. 

Request a hard copy and disk be provided by May 26, 1995 

Your continued support and cooperation are greatly appreciated. 

Fran sh% 's A Cirillo, Jr., PE 
Air Force Team Leader 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON, DC 

2 MAY 1995 

HQ USAFIRT 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1670 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, BA 22209 

Dear Mr. Cirillo 
/----\, 

This is in response to your letter of May 16, 1995 (Commission tas 
AFJRT: RT05 19), requesting a COBRA run on closing Grand Forks and er 
squadrons from Grand Forks to Seymour Johnson AFB, NC and two t 
MacDill AFB, FL. The realignment of one KC-135 squadron from Malmstrom to MacDill was 
assumed to have taken place first. 

We trust this information is useful for your analysis. 

Sincerely 

JAY D. BLUME, Jr. 
Major General, USAF 
Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff 
for Base Realignment and Transition 

Attachments: 
1. Grand Forks COBRA 
2. Electronic Copies 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 

May 16, 1995 GEN J. B. DAVIS. USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KUNG 
RAOM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

-or General Jay D. Blume, Jr. (Lt. Col. Mary Tripp) 
Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff 

for Base W g n m e n t  and Transition 
Headquarters USAF 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington D.C. 20330-1670 

Dear General Blume: 

As a result of the Adds Hearing on May 10th the Commission has added Grand Forks 
AFB, ND for consideration for closure. Although we have received a previous COBRA run 
closing Grand Forks AFB we request a new run incorporating the following scenario: 

Close Grand Forks AFB and realign two tanker squadrons to Seymour Johnson 
AFB, NC and two tanker squadrons to MacDill AFB, FL. This of 
aircraft should also include the relocation of the tanker squadron fiom Malmstrom 
AFB, MT to MacDill AFB. The final beddown would be two tanker squadrons at 
Seymour Johnson AFB and three tanker squadrons at MacDill AFB. 

Request a hard copy and disk be provided by May 26, 1995 

Your continued support and cooperation are greatly appreciated. 

Fran shce@ is A Cirillo, Jr., PE 
Air Force Team Leader 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA ~5.08) - P a g e  112 
D a t a  A s  O f  14:19 05/26/1995, R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  14:20 05/26/1995 

D e p a r t m e n t  ' : A i r  F o r c e  
O p t i o n  Package  : G r a n d  F o r k s  C m  
S c e n a r i o  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\GRA13702.CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\REWMEND\FINAL.SFF 

S t a r t i n g  Yea r  : 1996 
F i n 8 1  Yea r  : 1998 
ROS Yea r  : 2002 (4 Y e a r s )  

NPV i n  2015($K): -488.963 
1 - T i m e  Cost ($K) :  202,401 

N e t  C o s t s  ($K) C o n s t a n t  D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 - - - -  - - - -  

M i  l C o n  7,858 138.268 
P e r s o n  0 6,350 
O v e r h d  1,470 -97 
M o v i n g  0 17.679 
M i  ssi o 0 0 
O t h e r  0 607 

TOTAL 9.328 162.807 -19,853 -50,655 -50,655 -50,655 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 - - - -  -.-- -.-- - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

O f f  0 0 56 0 0 0 
E n  1 0 0 81 4 0 0 0 
C i v  0 0 84 0 0 0 
TOT 0 0 954 0 0 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  0 374 0 0 0 0 
E n  1 0 1,757 0 0 0 0 
S t u  0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v  0 328 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 2.459 0 0 0 0 

T o t a  1 - - - - -  
146,126 
-97.199 
-67,820 
18.399 

0 
81 1 

T o t a  1 - - - - -  

Beyond  - - - - - -  
0 

-31,962 
-18,692 

0 
0 
0 

S u w a r y  : - - - - - - - -  
TH IS  COBRA RUN WAS REQUESTED BY THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT 
COWISSION. I T  DOES NOT REFLECT A I R  FORCE POSITION 
C l o s e  G r a n d  F o r k s  AFB. No m i s s l e  w i n g  c o s t  n o  m i s s i l e  w i n g  s a v i n g s .  



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 212 
Data As Of 14:19 05/26/1995. Report Created 14:20 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Cam 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORTgC\COM-AUOT\GRA13702.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant Do l la rs  
1996 1997 - - - -  - - - -  

MI (Con 16,358 147.225 
Person 0 10.156 
Overhd 3,588 6,277 
Moving 0 21,025 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 607 

TOTAL 19,946 185,289 22,551 12,895 12.895 12,895 

Savings ($lo Constant Do1 Lars 
1996 1997 - - - -  - - - -  

Mi [Con 8,500 8,957 
Person 0 3,805 
Overhd 2,118 6,374 
Mov i ng 0 3,346 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 10,618 22,482 42.404 63,550 63,550 63,550 

Tota 1 

To ta l  - - - - -  
17.457 
151,144 
94,207 
3.346 

0 
0 

Beyond 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
41.553 
21,997 

0 
0 
0 



NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 14:19 05/26/1995, Report Created 14:20 05/26/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Comm 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\GRA13702.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i  Le : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

Year - - - - 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
2010 
201 1 
201 2 
201 3 
201 4 
201 5 

cost ($) -----.- 
9,328.003 

162,807,456 
-19,853.116 
-50,655,035 
-50,655,035 
-50,655,035 
-50,655,035 
-50,655,035 
-50.655.035 
-50,655,035 
-50,655,035 
-50,655,035 
-50,655,035 
-50,655,035 
-50,655.035 
-50,655,035 
-50,655,035 
-50,655.035 
-50,655,035 
-50,655,035 

Adjusted Cost($) 
- - - - m e - - - - - - - - - -  

9,202,329 
156,315.320 
-18,551,290 
-46.066.606 
-44,833,679 
-43.633.751 
-42,465,938 
-41,329.380 
-40,223.241 
-39,146.707 
-38,098,984 
-37,079,304 
-36,086,913 
-35,121.084 
-34,181,103 
-33,266,281 
-32,375,942 
-31,509.433 
-30,666,115 
-29,845.367 



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  14:19 05/26/1995. Report Created 14:20 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Comm 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\GRA13702.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

(ALL values i n  Dol lars)  

category - - - - - - - -  
Construction 

M i l i t a r y  Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

To ta l  - Construction 

Personne 1 
C i v i  l i a n  RIF 
C i v i  l i a n  Ear ly  Retirement 
C i v i l i a n  New Hires 
Eliminated Mi li tary  PCS 
Unemployment 

To ta l  - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program P lanni ng Support 
Mothbal l  / Shutdown 

Tota l  - Overhead 

Yoving 
C i v i l i a n  Moving 
C i v i  l i a n  PPS 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
Fre ight  
One-Time Moving Costs 

To ta l  - Moving 

Cost Sub-Total 
- - - -  - - - - - - - - -  

Other 
HAP / RSE 811,526 
Environmental M i t i g a t i o n  Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 0 

To ta l  - Other 81 1,526 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ~ - - - * - - - - ~ ~ ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

Tota l  One-Time Costs 202,401,544 ________--_________--------------------------------.-------------------------- 
One-Time Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Construction Cost Avoidances 8,500,000 
Fami l y  Housing Cost Avoidances 8.957.000 
Mi L i t a r y  Moving 3,345.670 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental M i t i g a t i o n  Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 ___._____-_________------------~---------------------------------------------- 

Tota l  One-Time Savings 20,802.670 ________--__-______--------------.----------------------------------------.--- 
Tota l  Net One-Time Costs 181,598.874 



TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data As O f  14:19 05/26/1995, Report Created 14:20 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Comm 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORTgS\COM-AUDT\GRA13702.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT~S\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

A l l  Costs i n  $K 
Tota 1 I MA Land Cost Tota 1 

Base Name Mi lCon Cost Purch Avoid Cost - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  
BASE X 0 0 0 0 
UACDILL 74.043 0 0 0 
GRAND FORKS 0 0 0 -17,457 
SEYMOUR JOHNSON 89,540 0 0 0 .----------------------------------------------------.---.----------- 
Totals: 163,583 0 0 -17,457 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  14:19 05/26/1995. Report Created 14: 20 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Conun 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\GRA13702.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: BASE X 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, P r i o r  t o  BRAC Action):  
O f f i ce rs  En l i s ted  Students C iv i  l ians - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

736 3.263 0 11,455 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
Fron Base: GRAND FORKS, 

1996 - - - -  
Of f i ce rs  0 
En l i s t e d  0 
Students 0 
C i v i  l i ans  0 
TOTAL 0 

NO 
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  BASE X ) :  
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

Of f i ce rs  0 102 0 0 0 0 102 
Enl is ted 0 459 0 0 0 0 459 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ i  l ians 0 289 0 0 0 0 289 
TOTAL 0 850 0 0 0 0 850 

BASE POPULATION (Af ter  BRAC Action): 
O f f i ce rs  En l i s ted  Students C i v i  l ians 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

838 3,722 0 11,744 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: MACDILL, FL 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, Pr io r  t o  BRAC Action):  
O f f i ce rs  En l i s ted  Students C iv i  l i ans  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

516 1.911 0 841 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: GRAND FORKS, 

1996 

Of f i ce rs  0 
En l i s t e d  0 
Students 0 
C iv i  l ians 0 
TOTAL 0 

NO 
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  
- - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  
109 0 0 0 0 109 
584 0 0 0 0 584 

0 0 0 0 0 0 
14 0 0 0 0 14 
707 0 0 0 0 707 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  MACOILL, 
1996 1997 1998 
- - - - - - - -  - - - - 

O f f i ce rs  0 109 0 
En l i s t e d  0 584 0 
Students 0 0 0 
Civ i  l i ans  0 14 0 
TOTAL 0 707 0 

FL) : 
1999 2000 2001 Tota l  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  
0 0 0 109 
0 0 0 584 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 14 
0 0 0 707 

BASE POPULATION (Af ter  BRAC Action):  
O f f i ce rs  En l i s ted  Students C iv i  l i ans  



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 14:19 05/26/1995, Report Created 14:20 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Comm 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT~S\COM-AUOT\GRA13702.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: GRAND FORKS, ND 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996): 
Of f i ce rs  En l i s t e d  Students C i v i l i a n s  .--------- - - - - - - - - - -  --------.- - - - - - - - * - -  

71 9 3,888 0 587 

FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - * - - -  

O f f i ce rs  - 96 - 95 -98 0 0 0 -289 
Enl is ted -417 -369 -531 0 0 0 -1,317 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  -8 -122 - 45 0 0 0 -175 
TOTAL -521 -586 -674 0 0 0 -1,781 

BASE POPULATION (Pr ior  t o  BRAC Action):  
O f f i ce rs  En l i s ted  Students C iv i  l i ans  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  ---.------ 

430 2,571 0 41 2 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
To Base: BASE X 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

Of f i ce rs  0 102 0 0 0 0 102 
En l i s t e d  0 459 0 0 0 0 459 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ i  l i ans  0 289 0 0 0 0 289 
TOTAL 0 850 0 0 0 0 850 

To Base: MACOILL, FL 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  
- - - -  .--- - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

O f f i ce rs  0 109 0 0 0 0 109 
En l i s t e d  0 584 0 0 0 0 584 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 14 0 0 0 0 14 
TOTAL 0 707 0 0 0 0 707 

To Base: SEYMOUR JOHNSON, 
1996 - - - -  

O f f i ce rs  0 
En l i s t e d  0 
Students 0 
Civ i  l ians 0 
TOTAL 0 

NC 
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out o f  GRAND FORKS, NO): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

O f f i ce rs  0 374 0 0 0 0 374 
En l i s t e d  0 1,757 0 0 0 0 1,757 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 328 0 0 0 0 328 
TOTAL 0 2,459 0 0 0 0 2,459 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  

O f f i ce rs  0 0 -56 0 0 0 -56 
Enl is ted 0 0 -814 0 0 0 -814 
Civ i  l ians 0 0 - 84 0 0 0 -84 
TOTAL 0 0 -954 0 0 0 -954 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As Of 14:19 05/26/1995, Report Created 14:20 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Comm 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\GRA13702.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

BASE POPULATION (Af ter  BRAC Action):  
O f f i ce rs  En l i s t e d  Students C iv i  l ians - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

0 0 0 0 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: SEYMOUR JOHNSON. NC 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996. P r i o r  t o  BRAC Action): 
O f f i ce rs  En l i s t e d  Students C iv i  l ians - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

455 3,625 0 569 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: GRAND FORKS, 

1996 - - - -  
O f f i ce rs  0 
Enl is ted 0 
Students 0 
Civ i  l ians 0 
TOTAL 0 

NO 
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  SEYMOUR JOHNSON. NC): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - * -  

O f f i ce rs  0 163 0 0 0 0 163 
En l i s t e d  0 71 4 0 0 0 0 71 4 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ i  l ians 0 25 0 0 0 0 25 
TOTAL 0 902 0 0 0 0 902 

BASE POPULATION (Af ter  BRAC Action):  
O f f i ce rs  En l i s t e d  Students C iv i  l i ans  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

61 8 4,339 0 594 



TOTAL PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  14:19 05/26/1995, Report Created 14:20 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Comm 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\GRA13702.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMENO\FINAL.SFF 

Rate - - - -  
CIVILIAh' POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 

Ear ly  Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving ( the remainder) 
C i v i l i a n  Posi t ions Avai l ab le  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Ear l y  Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
C4vi l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
P r i o r i t y  P Lacement# 60.00% 
C i v i  l i ans  Avai l ab le  t o  Move 
C i v i  l i ans  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( the remainder) 

2001 Tota l  - - - -  - - - - -  
0 328 
0 33 
0 16 
0 49 
0 20 
0 210 
0 118 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 328 0 0 0 0 328 
C i v i  Lians Moving 0 210 0 0 0 0 210 
New C iv i  l i a n s  Hi red 0 118 0 0 0 0 118 
Other C i v i  Lian Addit ions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 33 8 0 0 0 41 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 2 0 9 0 0 0 2 9  
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 50 0 0 0 50 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 118 0 0 0 0 118 

* Ear ly  Retirements, Regular Retirements, C i v i l i a n  Turnover. and C i v i l i a n s  Not 
W i l l i n g  t o  Move are not appl icable f o r  moves under f i f t y  mi les. 

+ The Percentage o f  C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  t o  Move (Voluntary RIFs) var ies from 
base t o  base. 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements involve a Permanent Change of Stat ion. The r a t e  
o f  PPS placements invo lv ing  a PCS i s  50.00% 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 113 
Data As O f  14:19 05/26/1995, Report Created 14:20 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Conua 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORTgS\COM-AUDT\GRA13702.C8R 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

ONE-TIME COSTS 
-.---($K)--.-- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

om 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIF 
Civ Re t i re  

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Mi les 
Home Purch 
HHG 
Mi sc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packing 
Fre ight  
Vehicles 
Dr i v ing  

Unemployment 
OTHER 

Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New H i re  
I-Time Wove 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Par D i m  
POV Mi les 
HHG 
Misc 

OTHER 
E l i a  PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota l  
- - - - -  



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 213 
Data As O f  14:19 05/26/1995, Report Created 14:20 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Comm 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT~~\COM-AUOT\GRA~~~O~.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

RECURRINGCOSTS 
- - - - - ( $ K ) - - - * -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O U  

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Of f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House A 1 low 

OTHER 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota l  
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL COST 19,946 185,289 22,551 12,895 12,895 12,895 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
- - - - - ( $ K ) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 
o&U 

1-Time Move 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Movi ng 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

To ta l  - - - - -  

RECURRINGSAVES .---- ($K) - - - - - 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
om 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House A 1 low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota 1 - - - - -  
46,301 

Beyond - - - - - -  
10,312 

TOTAL SAVINGS 10,618 22,482 42,404 63,550 63,550 63,550 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 313 
Data As O f  14:19 05/26/1995. Report Created 14:20 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Comm 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\GRAl3702.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

ONE-TIME NET 
- - - - - ($K) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

OM1 
Civ Ret i r IRIF 
Civ Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Tine Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRING NET - - - - -  ($K) - - - - - 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
ow 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CtUMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i l  Salary 
House A 1 low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL NET COST 9,328 162,807 -19,853 -50,655 -50,655 -50,655 

Tota l  
- - - - -  

To ta l  Beyond - - - - - - - - - - -  
-46,301 -10,312 



PERSONNEL, SF, RPMA, AND BOS DELTAS (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data AS of 14:19 05/26/1995, Report Created 14:20 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Comm 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\GRA13702.C8R 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMENO\FINAL.SFF 

Personne 1 SF 
Base Change %Change Change %Change ChglPer - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - m e -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  
BASE X 850 6% 0 0% 0 
MACDILL 707 22% 353.550 0% 500 
GRAND FORKS -3,413 -100% -6,664,000 -100% 1.952 
SEYMOUR JOHNSON 902 19% 401,350 8% 445 

RPMA(8) BOS(8) 
Base Change %Change ChgIPer Change %Change ChgIPer - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  
BASE X 0 0% 0 730,091 3% 859 
MACDILL 195.588 7% 277 1,294,671 11% 1,831 
GRAND FORKS -2,699,000 -100% 791 -8,985,902 -100% 2,633 
SEYMOUR JOHNSON 210,084 8% 233 873,966 10% 969 

RPMABOS (S) 
Base Change %Change ChgIPer - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  
BASE X 730,091 2% 859 
MACDILL 1,490,259 10% 2.108 
GRAND FORKS -11.684.902 -109% 3,424 
SEYMOUR JOHNSON 1,084,050 9% 1,202 



RPhW/BOS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 14:19 05/26/1995, Report Created 14:20 05/26/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Corn 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\GRA13702.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

Net Change($K) 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total Beyond - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - -  
RPMA Change -417 -1,269 -1,774 -2,293 -2,293 -2,293 -10,340 -2,293 
BOS Change 0 2,899 -6,087 -6,087 -6,087 -6.087 -21.450 -6,087 
bus ing  Change -1,701 -5,104 -8,559 -10,312 -10,312 -10,312 -46,301 -10,312 ------------------------------------------------------------------.----------- 
TOTAL CHANGES -2.118 -3.475 -16,420 -18,692 -18,692 -18,692 -78,091 -18.692 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  14:19 05/26/1995, Report Created 14:20 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Comm 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORTgS\COM-AUDT\GRA13702.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

W e 1  does Time-Phasing o f  ConstructionlShutdown: No 

Base Name Strategy: ----.---- - - - - - - - - -  
BASE X Realignment 
IUCDILL, FL Realignment 
GRAND FORKS. ND Closes i n  FY 1998 
SEYMOUR JOHNSON. NC Realignment 

Suuary : 
* - - - - - - - 
THIS COBRA RUN WAS REQUESTED BY THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT 
COMIISSION. I T  DOES NOT REFLECT AIR FORCE POSITION 
Close Grand Forks AFB. No n i s s l e  wing cost no m iss i le  wing savings. 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

Fror  Base: -.-------- 
BASE X 
MACDILL. FL 
GRAND FORKS, NO 

To Base: -----.-- 
GRAND FORKS, NO 
GRAND FORKS, ND 
SEYMOUR JOHNSON, NC 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from GRAND FORKS. ND t o  BASE X 

Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 
En l i s ted  Posit ions: 
C i v i l i a n  Posi t ions:  
Student Posit ions: 
Missn Eqpt (tons): 
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 
Mi l i t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles: 
HeavyISpecial Vehicles: 

Transfers from GRAND FORKS, ND t o  MACOILL, FL 

Distance: - - - - - - - - -  
1.000 m i  
1,868 mi 
1.590 m i  

O f f i ce r  Posit ions: 
En l i s ted  Posit ions: 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 
Student Posit ions: 
Missn Eqpt (tons): 
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 
Mi l i t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles: 
HeavyISpecial Vehicles: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As O f  14:19 05/26/1995, Report Created 14:20 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Comm 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\GRA13702.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORTg5\RECOMEND\FINAL,SFF 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from GRAND FORKS, NO t o  SEYMOUR JOHNSON, NC 

Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 
Enl is ted Posit ions: 
C iv i  t i an  Posit ions: 
Student Posit ions: 
Missn Eqpt (tons): 
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 
M i l i t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles: 
HeavyISpecial Vehicles: 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: BASE X 

Tota l  O f f i ce r  Employees: 
Tota l  En l i s ted  Employees: 
Tota l  Student Employees: 
Tota l  C i v i  l i a n  Employees: 
Mi 1 Fami l i e s  L iv ing  On Base: 
C iv i  l i ans  Not W i  l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Un i ts  Ava i l :  
En l i s ted  Housing Un i ts  Avai 1: 
Tota l  Base Faci l i t ies(KSF) : 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 
Par Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 

Name: MACDILL. FL 

Tota l  O f f i ce r  Employees: 
Tota l  En l i s ted  Employees: 
Tota l  Student Employees: 
Tota l  C i v i l i a n  Employees: 
Mi 1 Fami l i e s  L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i  l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  
En l i s ted  Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  
Tota l  Base Faci li ties(KSF) : 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 
Enl is ted VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi le): 

Name: GRAND FORKS. ND 

Tota l  O f f  i c e r  Employees: 
Tota l  En l i s ted  Employees: 
Tota l  Student Employees: 
Tota l  C iv i  l i o n  Employees: 
M i l  Famil ies L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i  l i ans  Not W i  1 l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Un i ts  Ava i l :  
Enl is ted Housing Uni ts  Avai 1: 
Tota l  Base Faci li ties(KSF) : 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 
Enl is ted VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi le )  : 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  (8KIYear): 
Family Housing ($KIYear): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /Vis i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  ($K/Year) : 
Fami l y  Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 

6,147 
3,887 

21.001 
0 

6,225 
1 .oo 

0 
0 

20.9% 
AFX 

Yes 
No 

Yes 
No 

(See f i n a l  page f o r  Explanatory Notes) 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As O f  14:19 05/26/1995, Report Created 14:20 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Comm 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\GRAI~~O~.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Wue: SEYMOUR JOHNSON, NC 

To ta l  O f f i ce r  Employees: 
To ta l  En l i s ted  Employees: 
To ta l  Student Employees: 
To ta l  C iv i  l i a n  Employees: 
Mi 1 Fami l i e s  L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
En l i s ted  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1: 
Tota 1 Base Faci li ties(KSF) : 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Fre ight  Cost ($/Ton/Mi le)  : 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  (8KIYear): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

(See f i n a l  page f o r  Explanatory Notes) 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: BASE X 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 

1 ' -~ ime Unique Cost ($K): 
I -Time Unique Save ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 
I-Time Moving Save (SK): 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ( $ K ) :  
Act i v  Mission Save ($K): 
Mi sc Recur r i ng Cost ($KO : 
Misc Recurring  save($^) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule ( X ) :  
Mi lCon Cost Avoidnc($K) : 
F.m Housing Avoidnc($K) : 
Procurement Avoidnc($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-PatiantslYr: 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF) : 

Name: MACDILL, FL 
1996 
- - - -  

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 
Env Non-Mi [Con Reqd($K): 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K): 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 0 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 0 
Uisc Recurring Save($K): 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 0 
Construction Schedule(%): 10% 
Shutdown Schedule (X): 100% 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 0 
Faa Housing Avoidnc($K): 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 0 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ients IYr :  0 
CHAMPUS Out-PatientslYr:  0 
F a c i l  ShutDown(KSF): 0 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

90% 0% 0% 0% 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

90% OX 0% 0% 
OX 0% 0% OX 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

Yes 
No 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 4 
Data As Of 14:19 05/26/1995, Report Created 14:20 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Comm 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBFlA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\GRA13702.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: GRAND FORKS. NO 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1 -Time Unique Save (W) :  
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost (W): 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 
Misc Recurring Cost ($K) : 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (X): 
Mi lCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fan Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc(SK): 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-PatientslYr:  
F a c i l  ShutOown(KSF): 

Name: SEYMOUR JOHNSON, NC 

1-Time Unique Cost (SKI: 
1-Time Unique Save (SK): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-Mi lCon Reqd($K) : 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K): 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 
MIsc Recurring Cost($K): 
Misc Recurring Save(8K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (X): 
Mi lCon Cost Avoidnc(8K) : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ients lYr :  
CHAMPUS Out-PatiantsIYr: 
F a c i l  ShutOown(KSF): 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

1.700 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
OX 0% 0% 0% 

33% 34% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 

8,957 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - -  

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

90% 0% 0% 0% 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutOown: 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: GRAND FORKS, ND 
1996 

O f f  Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 
Civ Force Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 
O f f  Scenario Change: 
En1 Scenario Change: 
Civ Scenario Change: 
Of f  Change(No Sal Save): 
En1 Change(No Sal Save): 
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 
Caretakers - M i l i t a r y :  
Caretakers - C i v i l i a n :  



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5 
Data As O f  14:19 05/26/1995, Report Created 14:20 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Comm 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\GRA13702.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: MACOILL, FL 

Descript ion 

Pavements 
h i n t  
POL 
Ops and Traing 
Dining 
Dorms 
00s 
P m  ' 

Categ - - - - -  
HOR I Z 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
BACHQ 
OTHER 
OTHER 

Name: SEYMOUR JOHNSON. NC 

Descript ion - - - - - - - - - - - -  
Pavement 
Maint 
POL 
Ops/Trng 
Dining 
Dorms 
nos 
PI0 

Categ - - - - -  
HORIZ 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
BACHQ 
OTHER 
OTHER 

New Mi [Con 

New Mi LCon - - - - - - - - - -  
0 

261,000 
0 

112,250 
4.500 

23.600 
0 
0 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent Of f i ce rs  Married: 76.80% 
Percent En l i s ted  Married: 66.90% 
Enl is ted Housing Mi lCon: 80.00% 
Off icer  Salary($/Year): 78,668.00 
Of f  BAQ w i t h  Oependents($): 7,073.00 
Enl istedSalary(S/Year):  36,148.00 
Enl BAQ w i th  Dependents($): 5,162.00 
Avg Unemploy Cost($/Week): 174.00 
Unemployment E l i g i b i  li ty(Weeks) : 18 
C iv i  l i a n  Salary($/Year ) : 46,642 .OO 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Ear ly  Re t i re  Rate: 10.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Regular Re t i re  Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% 
SF F i l e  Desc: F i n a l  Factors 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA Bui ld ing SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs populat ion):  0.54 

(Indices are used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor: 10.00% 
Caretaker Admin(SF/Care): 162.00 
Mothball Cost ($/SF): 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF): 256.00 
Avg Family Quarters(SF): 1,320.00 
APPOET.RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Rehab Mi lCon Tota 1 Cost ($K) - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
0 2,030 
0 19,380 
0 21,203 
0 15,880 
0 1,210 
0 5,600 
0 2,550 
0 6,190 

Rehab Mi (Con Tota 1 - - - - - - - - - - - -  -----. 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Cost ($K) 
, - - - - - - - -  

12.000 
29.890 
15,470 
14.130 

860 
2,330 
7,470 
7,390 

Civ Ear ly  Re t i re  Pay Factor: 9.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement Service: 60.00% 
PPS Actions Involv ing PCS: 50.00% 
C i v i l i a n  PCS Costs ( 8 ) :  28,800.00 
C i v i  l i e n  New H i re  Cost($): 0.00 
Nat Median Home Price($): 114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reimburs($): 22.385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Max Home Purch Reimburs(8): 11,191 .OO 
C i v i l i a n  Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: O.OOX 
RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 
I n f o  Management Account: 
MilCon Design Rate: 
M i  lCon SIOH Rate: 
MilCon Contingency Plan Rate: 
MilCon S i t e  Preparation Rate: 
Discount Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 
I n f l a t i o n  Rate for  NPV.RPT/ROI: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6 
Oata As O f  14:19 0512611995, Report Created 14:20 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Conm 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\GRA13702.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECMND\FINAL.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Uaterial lAssigned Person(Lb): 710 
WI.Wi Per O f f  Family (Lb): 14,500.00 
HHG Per En1 Fami Ly (Lb): 9,000.00 
HHQ Per Mi 1 Sing l a  (Lb): 6,400.00 
HHG Per C iv i  Lian (Lb): 18,000.00 
To ta l  HHG Cost ($/100Lb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport ($/Pass Mi le) :  0.20 
Misc Exp ($/Direct Employ): 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton): 284.00 
Mi 1 L igh t  Vehicle($/Mi la):  0.43 
HeavylSpec Vehicle($/Mile): 1.40 
POV Reinbursement($/Mile): 0.18 
Avg Mi 1 Tour Length (Years): 4.10 
Routine PCS($/Pers/Tour): 6,437.00 
One-Time Of f  PCS cost($) : 9,142.00 
One-TimeEnlPCSCost($): 5,761.00 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category - - - - - - - -  
Hor izonta l  
Waterfront 
A i r  Operations 
Operational 
Administrat ive 
Schoo 1 Bui l d i  ngs 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
F m i  l y  Quarters 
Covered Storage 
Dining F a c i l i t i e s  
Recreation F a c i l i t i e s  
Communications Faci 1 
Shipyard Maintenance 
RDT & E F a c i l i t i e s  
POL Storage 
Ammunition Storage 
Medical F a c i l i t i e s  
Environments 1 

EXPLANATORY NOTES (INPUT SCREEN NINE) 

Category - - - - - - - -  
other 
Optional Category B 
Optional Category C 
Optional Category D 
Optional Category E 
Optional Category F 
Optional Category G 
Optional Category H 
Optional Category I 
Optional Category J 
Optional Category K 
Optional Category L 
Optional Category M 
Optional Category N 
Optional Category 0 
Optional Category P 
Optional Category Q 
Optional Category R 

4. 1121123 added t o  Grand Forks AFB fo r  tenants 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON, DC 

3 0 MAY 19% 

HQ USAFKT 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330- 1670 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Cirillo 

This is in response to your letter of May 16, 1995 (Commission tasker #: 9505 17- 1, 
AFIRT: RT0519), requesting a COBRA run on closing Grand Forks and realigning two tanker 
squadrons from Grand Forks to Seymour Johnson AFB, NC and two tanker squadrons to 
MacDill AFB, FL. The realignment of one KC-135 squadron from Malmstrom to MacDill was 
assumed to have taken place first. 

As with the DoD recommendation to realign Grand Forks AFB, the missile wing savings 
may not be considered in their entirety as BRAC costs and savings. The inactivation of a missile 
field has already been programmed in the Air Force budget. 

Sincerely 

/ Major General, USAF 
Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff 
for Base Realignment and Transition 

Attachments: 
1. Grand Forks COBRA 
2. Electronic Copy 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 112 
Data As O f  17:08 05/30/1995, Report Created 17:08 05/30/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Cow 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\GRA13703.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

Star t ing  Year : 1996 
F i n a l  Year : 1998 
ROI Year : 2000 (2 Years) 

NPV i n  2015($!0: -960,215 
1 -Time ~os t ($K) :  215,250 

Net Costs ($K) Constant Do l la rs  
1996 1997 - - - -  - - - -  

Mi lCon 7,858 138,268 
Person 0 6.351 
Overhd 1.714 206 
Moving 0 18,144 
Missio 0 0 
Other 2,000 2.632 

TOTAL 11.572 165,601 -31,928 -87.684 -87,684 -87.684 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 - - - -  - - * -  - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

Of f  0 0 134 0 0 0 
En 1 0 0 1,550 0 0 0 
Civ 0 0 122 0 0 0 
TOT 0 0 1,806 0 0 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Of f  0 382 0 0 0 0 
En l 0 1,885 0 0 0 0 
Stu 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ci v 0 333 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 2,600 0 0 0 0 

Srmaary : - - - - - - - - 
THIS COBRA RUN WAS REQUESTED BY THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT 
COWISSION. I T  DOES NOT REFLECT AIR FORCE POSITION 
Close Grand Forks AFB. 

Tota 1 - - - - -  
146,126 
-213.021 
-77,117 
19.209 

0 
6,995 

Tota l  - - - - -  

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
-66,496 
-21,187 

0 
0 
0 

As w i t h  the DoD recommendation t o  rea l ign  Grand Forks AFB, the m iss i le  
wing savings may not be considered i n  t h e i r  e n t i r e t y  as BRAC costs and 
savings. The i n a c t i v a t i o n  o f  a m i s s i l e  f i e l d  has already been programmed 
i n  the A i r  Force budget. 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUWRY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 212 
Data As O f  17:08 0513011995. Report Created 17:08 0513011995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Comm 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\GRA13703.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMENO\FINAL.SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant Do l la rs  
1996 1997 - - - -  - - - -  

Mi lCon 16,358 147,225 
Person 0 10.720 
Overhd 3,832 6.579 
Uovi ng 0 21,703 
Miss io 0 0 
Other 2,000 2,632 

TOTAL 22.190 188,859 30,909 13,557 13,557 13,557 

Savings ($K) Constant Do 1 Lars 
1996 1997 1998 1999 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

Mi lCon 8,500 8,957 0 0 
Person 0 4,368 40,499 76,630 
Overhd 2,118 6,374 22,339 24,611 
Moving 0 3,559 0 0 
Miosio 0 0 0 0 
Other 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 10.618 23.258 62,838 101,241 101 .241 101,241 

Tota 1 - - - - -  
163,583 
61 ,736 
27,548 
22,769 

0 
6,995 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
10.133 
3.424 

0 
0 
0 

Beyond 

0 
76,630 
24,611 

0 
0 
0 



NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 17:08 0513011995. Report Created 17:08 0513011995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Corn 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\CRA13703.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECoMEND\FINAL.SFF 

Year - - - -  
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
201 0 
201 1 
201 2 
201 3 
201 4 
201 5 

Adjusted Cost($) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
11,416,196 
158,997,285 
-29,834,812 
-79,741,224 
-77,607,030 
-75,529,956 
-73,508,473 
-71,541,093 
-69,626,368 
-67,762,889 
-65,949.283 
-64,184,217 
-82,466,392 
-60,794.542 
-59,167,437 
-57,583,881 
-58,042,706 
-54,542,780 
-53.082.997 
-51,662,284 



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data As O f  17:08 05/30/1995. Report Created 17:08 05/30/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Comm 
Scenario F i  1; : C: \COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\GRA13703.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMENO\FINAL.SFF 

( A l l  values i n  Ool lars) 

Category 

Construction 
M i l i t a r y  Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Tota l  - Construction 

Personnel 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C i v i l i a n  Ear ly  Retirement 
C i v i l i a n  New Hires 
El iminated M i  l i t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

To ta l  - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothbal l  / Shutdown 

To ta l  - Overhead 

Moving 
C i v i l i a n  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
Fre ight  
One-Time Moving Costs 

To ta l  - Moving 

Other 
HAP 1 RSE 
Environmental M i t i g a t i o n  Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

To ta l  - Other 

Cost Sub-Total 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
To ta l  One-Time Costs 215,250,129 ___._______________----------------------------------------------------------- 
One-Time Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Construction Cost Avoidances 8,500,000 
Fami l y  Housing Cost Avoidances 8,957,000 
M i  l i t a r y  Moving 3,559,190 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental M i t i g a t i o n  Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 ____________.______~-- - - - - - - -~- - -~~-~--~~~~~--~-- - - - - - - - - - - - - -~~-- - - - - - - - - - - - -  

Tota l  One-Time Savings 21,016,190 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
To ta l  Net One-Time Costs 194,233,939 



TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  17:08 0513011995, Report Created 17:08 0513011995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Comm 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\GRA13703.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

A11 Costs i n  $K 
Tota 1 IMA Land Cost Tota 1 

Base Name Mi lCon Cos t Purch Avoid Cost - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  
BASE X 0 0 0 0 0 
LMCDILL 74,043 0 0 0 74,043 
GRAND FORKS 0 0 0 -17.457 -17,457 
SEYMOUR JOHNSON 89,540 0 0 0 89,540 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Tota 1s: 163,583 0 0 -17,457 146,126 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  17:08 05/30/1995, Report Created 17:08 05/30/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Comm 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORTgS\COM-AUDT\GRA13703.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMENO\FINAL.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: BASE X 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, P r i o r  t o  BRAC Action):  
O f f i ce rs  En l i s ted  Students C iv i  l i ans  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  ------.--- - - - - - - - - - -  

736 3,263 0 11,455 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: GRAND FORKS, 

1996 - - - -  
O f f i c e r s  0 
Enl i s ted  0 
Students 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 
TOTAL 0 

NO 
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  BASE X) :  
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

O f f i ce rs  0 110 0 0 0 0 110 
En l i s t e d  0 587 0 0 0 0 587 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i ans  0 294 0 0 0 0 294 
TOTAL 0 991 0 0 0 0 991 

BASE POPULATION (Af ter  BRAC Action):  
O f f i ce rs  En l i s t e d  Students C iv i  l ians - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - * -  - - - - - - - - - -  

846 3,850 0 11,749 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: MACDILL. FL 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, P r i o r  t o  BRAC Action): 
O f f i ce rs  En l i s t e d  Students C i v i l i a n s  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

51 6 1,911 0 841 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: GRAND FORKS, ND 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  
Of f i ce rs  0 109 0 0 0 0 109 
Enl i s ted  0 584 0 0 0 0 584 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  t ians 0 14 0 0 0 0 14 
TOTAL 0 707 0 0 0 0 707 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS 
1996 - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 
Enl i s ted  0 
Students 0 
C i v i  l ians 0 
TOTAL 0 

( I n t o  MACDILL, FL): 
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  

BASE POPULATION (Af ter  BRAC Action):  
O f f i ce rs  En l i s ted  Students C iv i  l i ans  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

625 2,495 0 855 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As O f  17:08 05/30/1995. Report Created 17:08 0513011995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Comm 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORTgS\COM-AUDT\GRA13703.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: GRAND FORKS, ND 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996): 
Of f i ce rs  En l i s ted  Students C iv i  l i ans  .---.----- - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  ---------. 

719 3,888 0 587 

FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  -68 -68 -67 0 0 0 -203 
Enl i s ted  -167 -119 -167 0 0 0 -453 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i ans  -6 -120 - 6 0 0 0 -132 
TOTAL -241 -307 -240 0 0 0 -788 

BASE POPULATION (Pr ior  t o  BRAC Action): 
O f f i c e r s  En l i s ted  Students C i v i l i a n s  ------.--- - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

516 3,435 0 455 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
To Base: BASE X 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  
O f f i c e r s  0 110 0 0 0 0 110 
En l i s t e d  0 587 0 0 0 0 587 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i ans  0 294 0 0 0 0 294 
TOTAL 0 991 0 0 0 0 991 

To Base: MACOILL, FL 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

Of f i ce rs  0 109 0 0 0 0 109 
Enl i s ted  0 584 0 0 0 0 584 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 14 0 0 0 0 14 
TOTAL 0 707 0 0 0 0 707 

To Base: SEYMOUR JOHNSON, 
1996 
- - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 
En l i s ted  0 
Students 0 
C i v i  l i ans  0 
TOTAL 0 

NC 
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out o f  GRAND FORKS, NO): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 382 0 0 0 0 382 
Enl i s ted  0 1,885 0 0 0 0 1.885 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i ans  0 333 0 0 0 0 333 
TOTAL 0 2,600 0 0 0 0 2,600 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  
- - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - 

O f f i ce rs  0 0 -134 0 0 0 -134 
Enl i s ted  0 0 -1,550 0 0 0 -1,550 
C i v i  l i ans  0 0 -122 0 0 0 -122 
TOTAL 0 0 -1,806 0 0 0 -1,806 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As O f  17:08 0513011995. Report Created 17:08 0513011995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Corn 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\GRA13703.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMENO\FINAL.SFF 

BASE POPULATION (Af ter  BRAC Action):  
O f f i ce rs  En l i s t e d  Students - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

0 0 0 

C i v i l i a n s  - - - - - - - - - -  
0 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: SEYMOUR JOHNSON, NC 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, P r i o r  t o  BRAC Action): 
O f f i ce rs  En l i s t e d  Students C i v i l i a n s  -.-------- - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

455 3,625 0 569 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
F r a  Base: GRAND FORKS, 

1996 - - - -  
O f f i ce rs  0 
En l i s ted  0 
Students 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 
TOTAL 0 

ND 
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  
163 0 0 0 0 163 
71 4 0 0 0 0 71 4 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
25 0 0 0 0 25 
902 0 0 0 0 902 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  SEYMOUR JOHNSON, NC): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

Of f i ce rs  0 163 0 0 0 0 163 
Enl i s ted  0 71 4 0 0 0 0 71 4 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 25 0 0 0 0 25 
TOTAL 0 902 0 0 0 0 902 

BASE POPULATION (Af ter  BRAC Action):  
O f f i ce rs  En l i s ted  Students C iv i  l i ans  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

61 8 4,339 0 594 



TOTAL PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Oats As O f  17:08 05/30/1995, Report Created 17:08 05/30/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Comm 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\GRA13703.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

Rate 
- - - -  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Ear l y  Retirement* 10.00% 
Regu Lar Ret i  rcnent* 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving ( the remainder) 
C i v i  l i a n  Posi t ions Avai l ab le  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Ear Ly Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
P r i o r i t y  P Lacement# 60.00% 
C i v i  l i ans  Avai l ab le  t o  Move 
C i v i  l i ans  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( the remainder) 

To ta l  - - - - -  
333 

33 
17 
50 
21 

21 2 
121 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 333 0 0 0 0 333 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving 0 212 0 0 0 0 212 
New C iv i  l i ans  H i red  0 121 0 0 0 0 121 
Other C i v i  l i e n  Addi t ions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 33 12 0 0 0 45 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 21 13 0 0 0 34 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 73 0 0 0 73 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 1 2 1  0 0 0 0 121 

Ear ly  Retirements, Regular Retirements, C i v i l i a n  Turnover, and C i v i l i a n s  Not 
W i l l i n g  t o  Move a re  not appl icable f o r  moves under f i f t y  miles. 

+ The Percentage o f  C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  t o  Move (Voluntary RIFs) var ies from 
base t o  base. 

Y Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements involve a Permanent Change o f  Stat ion. The r a t e  
o f  PPS placements invo lv ing  a PCS i s  50.00% 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 113 
Data As O f  17:08 05/3011995, Report Created 17:08 0513011995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Comm 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORTgS\COM-AUDT\GRA13703.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMENO\FINAL.SFF 

ONE-TIME COSTS ----. ( $ K ) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MIL CON 
F a  Housing 
Land Purch 
om 

CIV SALARY 
Civ RIF 
Civ Re t i re  

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Mi les 
Hone Purch 
HHG 
Mi sc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packing 
Fre ight  
Vehicles 
Or iv ing 

Unemp Loyment 
OTHER 

Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New H i re  
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 
POV Mi les 
HHO 
Mi sc 

OTHER 
ELim PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 213 
Data As Of 17:08 0513011995, Report Created 17:08 0513011995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Corn 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\CO8RA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\GRA13703.CBA 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMENO\FINAL.SFF 

RECURRINGCOSTS - - - - -  (SK) - - - - - 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
om 
RPU4 
60s 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House A1 low 

OTHER 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota l - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL COST 22,190 188,859 30.909 13,557 13,557 13,557 

ONE-TIME SAVES 

CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
F m  Housing 

084 
1-Tine Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i  1 Movi ng 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Envi ronmenta 1 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

RECURRINGSAVES 
- * - - -  ($K)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
OW 

RPU4 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Clv Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Of f  Salary 
En 1 Salary 
House A 1 low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota l 
- - - - -  

46,301 

Beyond - - - - - -  
10,312 

TOTAL SAVINGS 10,618 23,258 62,838 101,241 101.241 101,241 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 313 
Data As Of 17:08 0513011995, Report Created 17:08 0513011995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Comm 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\GRAl3703.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMENO\FINAL.SFF 

ONE-TIME NET - - - - -  ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
F u  Housing 

OW 
Civ Ret i r lRIF 
Civ Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
HAP 1 RSE 
Environmental 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRING NET 
. . - - - ( $ K ) - - - - -  
FAY HOUSE OPS 
om 

RPMA 
80s 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL NET COST 11,572 165,601 -31,928 -87,684 -87,684 -87,684 

Tota 1 - - - - -  

To ta l  - - - - -  
-46,301 

Beyond 
* - - - - -  

-10.312 



PERSONNEL, SF, RPMA. AND 80s DELTAS (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data As O f  17:08 05/30/1995. Report Created 17:08 05/30/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Comm 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORTgS\COM-AUDT\GRA13703.C8R 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

Personne 1 SF 
Base Change %Change Change %Change Chg/Per - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  
BASE X 991 6% 0 0% 0 
MACDILL 707 22% 353,550 8% 500 
GRAND FORKS -4,406 -100% -6,664,000 -100% 1,512 
SEYMOUR JOHNSON 902 19X 401.350 8% 445 

RPMA($) BOS($) 
Base Change %Change Chg/Per Change %Change ChgIPer - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  
BASE X 0 0% 0 849,491 37. 857 
MACOILL 195,588 7% 277 1,294,671 11% 1,831 
GRAND FORKS -2,699,000 -100% 612 -11,600,318 -100% 2,633 
SEYMOUR JOHNSON 210,084 8% 233 873,966 10% 969 

RPWBOS(8) 
Base Change %Change Chg/Per .--. - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  
BASE X 849.491 3% 857 
MACDILL 1,490,259 10% 2,108 
GRAND FORKS -14,299,318 -103% 3,245 
SEYMOUR JOHNSON 1,084.050 9% 1,202 



RPMA/BOS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data As Of 17:08 05/30/1995. Report Created 17:08 0513011995 

Department : Air  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks C m  
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\GRA13703.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

Net Change($K) 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total Beyond 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - -  

RPMA Change -417 -1,269 -1,774 -2,293 -2,293 -2,293 -10.340 -2,293 
80s Change 0 3,018 -8.582 -8,582 -8,582 -8,582 -31.311 -8,582 
Housing Change -1,701 -5.104 -8,559 -10,312 -10,312 -10,312 -46.301 -10,312 -------------------------------------------------------------.---------------- 
TOTAL CHANGES -2.118 -3,355 -18,915 -21,187 -21,187 -21,187 -87.951 -21,187 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  l7:08 0513011995. Report Created 17:08 0513011995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks C m  
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\GRA13703.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMENO\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing o f  Construction/Shutdown: No 

Base Name -.------- 
BASE X 
MACDILL, FL 
GRAND FORKS, NO 
SEYMOUR JOHNSON. NC 

Strategy: -.------- 
Rea lignment 
Realignment 
Closes i n  FY 1998 
Realignment 

Sunnary: 

THIS COBRA RUN WAS REQUESTED BY THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AN0 REALIGNMENT 
CDMMISSION. I T  DOES NOT REFLECT AIR FORCE POSITION 
Close Grand Forks AFB. 

A8 w i t h  the Do0 recommendation t o  r e a l i g n  Grand Forks AFB, the m iss i le  
wing savings may not be considered i n  t h e i r  e n t i r e t y  as BRAC costs and 
savings. The i n a c t i v a t i o n  o f  a m i s s i l e  f i e l d  has already been programmed 
i n  the A i r  Force budget. 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - OISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: ---.-.---- 
BASE X 
MACDILL. FL 
GRAND FORKS. NO 

To Base: - - - - - - - -  
GRAND FORKS, NO 
GRAND FORKS, ND 
SEYMOUR JOHNSON, NC 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from GRAND FORKS, ND t o  BASE X 

1996 
- - - -  

Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 0 
En l i s ted  Posit ions: 0 
C i v i  l i a n  Posit ions: 0 
Student Posi t ions:  0 
Missn Eqpt (tons): 0 
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 0 
M i l i t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles: 0 
HeavyISpecial Vehicles: 0 

Transfers from GRAND FORKS, ND t o  MACDILL, FL 

Distance: - - - - - - - - -  
1,000 m i  
1,868 m i  
1.590 m i  

Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 
En l i s t e d  Posit ions: 
C iv i  l i a n  Posit ions: 
Student Posit ions: 
Missn Eqpt ( tons):  
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 
Mi l i t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles: 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 2 
Data As Of 17:08 05/30/1995. Report Created 17:08 05/30/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Comm 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\GRA13703.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from GRAND FORKS, NO t o  SEYMOUR JOHNSON, NC 

Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 
En l i s ted  Posit ions: 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 
Student Posit ions: 
Missn Eqpt (tons): 
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 
Mi l i t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles: 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Nme: BASE X 

Tot8 1 O f f  i c e r  Employees: 
To ta l  En l i s ted  Employees: 
Tota 1 Student Employees: 
To ta l  C i v i  l i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Famil ies L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i  l i ans  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
En l i s ted  Housing Un i ts  Avai 1: 
To ta l  Base Faci l i t ies(KSF): 
O f f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Fre ight  Cost ($/Ton/Mi le):  

Name: MACDILL, FL 

To ta l  O f f i ce r  Employees: 
To ta l  En l i s ted  Employees: 
To ta l  Student Employees: 
To ta l  C i v i  Lian Employees: 
Mi 1 F m i  Lies L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  
Enl f  s ted Housing Uni ts  Avai 1: 
To ta l  Base Faci L i  ties(KSF) : 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Fre ight  Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 

Name: GRAND FORKS, ND 

To ta l  O f f i ce r  Employees: 
To ta l  En l i s t e d  Employees: 
Tota 1 Student Emp loyees: 
To ta l  C i v i  l i a n  Employees: 
Mi 1 Fami l i e s  L i v i n g  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
En l i s ted  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1: 
To ta l  Base Faci l i t ies(KSF): 
O f f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Fre ight  Cost ($/TonlMi le )  : 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  ($KlYear): 
Fami l y  Housing ($K/Year ) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Communications ($KIYear) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Fami l y  Housing (SKIYear ) : 
Area Cost Factor:  
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /Vis i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payro 1 1 ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 

6,147 
3,887 

21,001 
0 

6.225 
1 .OD 

0 
0 

20.9% 
AFX 

Yes 
NO 

(See f i n a l  page for Explanatory Notes) 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As O f  17:08 05/30/1995, Report Created 17:08 05/30/1995 

Department : Air  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Comm 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\GRA13703.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEHD\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Nue: SEYMOUR JOHNSON. NC 

Total Off icer  Employees: 
Total Enlisted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Civ i  l i an  Enployees: 
M i  1 Fami l i es  L iv ing On Base: 
C iv i l ians  Not Wi l l ing To Move: 
Off icer  Housing Units Avail: 
Entisted Housing Units Avai 1: 
Total Base Faci li ties(KSF) : 
Off icer  VW ($/Month): 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 

RPMA Non-Payroll (%/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Nan-Payroll ($KIYear) : 
BOS Payrol l  (%/Year) : 
Fami l y  Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit):  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visi t )  : 
CHAMPUS Shi f t  t o  Medicare: 
Ac t iv i ty  Code: 

(See f i n a l  page for  Explanatory Notes) 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Ac t i v i t y  Information: 

Name: BASE X 
1996 
- - - -  

1-Tlme Unique Cost ( a ) :  0 
1 -Time Unique Save (EK): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK): 0 
1-Time Moving Save (SK): 0 
Env Won-Mi [Con Reqd($K) : 0 
A t t i v  Mission Cost ($K): 0 
Activ Mission Save ($K): 0 
Miac Recurring Cost ($K) : 0 
Mi sc Recurring Save(%) : 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 0 
Construction Schedule(%): 10% 
Shutdwn Schedule (X): 100% 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 0 
F u  Housing Avoidnc($K): 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 0 
CHAMPUS In-PatientslYr: 0 
CHAMPUS Out-PatientslYr: 0 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF) : 0 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

90% 0% 0% 0% 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

Name: MACDILL. FL 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

1-Time Unique Cost (SK): 0 0 0 0 0 
1 -Time Unique Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
1 -Time Moving Cost (a): 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Env Non-Mi 1Con Reqd($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Activ Mission Cost ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Activ Mission Save (a): 0 0 0 0 0 
Misc Recurring Cost(%): 0 0 0 0 0 
Misc Recurring Save($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Land (+Buy/ -Sa les) (a) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Construction Schedule(%): 10% 90% 0% 0% 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (X): 100% 0% OX 0% OX 
M i  lCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Fan Housing Avoidnc($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS In-PatientslYr: 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS Out-PatientsIYr: 0 0 0 0 0 
Fac i l  ShutDown(KSF): 0 Perc Fami l y  Housing ShutDown: 

Yes 
No 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 4 
Oata As O f  17:OB 05/3011995, Report Created 17:08 0513011995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Comm 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\GRA13703.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: GRANO FORKS, ND 

1-Time Unique Cost (8K): 
1 -Time Unique Save (SK): 
1-Tine Moving Cost (SK): 
1 -Time Moving Save (W): 
Env Non-Mi [Con Reqd($K) : 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost (8K): 
Ac t l v  Mission Save (W):  
Min: Recurring Cost(W) : 
N i t c  Recurring Save(*) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (EK) : 
Construction ScheduLe(X): 
Shutdown Schedule ( X ) :  
Mi Icon Cost Avoidnc($K) : 
F u  Housing Avoidnc(8K): 
Procurement Avoidnc(8K): 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ients lYr :  
CHAUPUS Out-PatientsIYr: 
F a c i l  ShutDown(KSF): 

Name: SEYMOUR JOHNSON. NC 

1 -Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Time Unique Save (SK): 
1-Time Moving Cost (8K): 
1-Time Moving Save ($lo: 
Env Non-Mi [Con Reqd($K) : 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost (8K): 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 
Misc Recurring Cost (8K) : 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (8K): 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule ( X ) :  
Mi lCon Cost Avoidnc(8K) : 
F u  Housing Avoidnc(8K): 
Procurement Avoidnc(8K): 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ients IYr :  
CHAMPUS Out-PatientslYr:  
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF) : 

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
2.000 2,000 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
1,700 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% ML 0% 0% 

33% 34% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 

8,957 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

90% OX 0% 0% 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: GRANO FORKS, NO 
1996 - - - -  

Of f  Force Struc Change: -68 
En1 Force Struc Change: -167 
Civ Force Struc Change: -6  
Stu Force Struc Change: 0 
Of f  Scenario Change: 0 
En1 Scenario Change: 0 
Civ Scenario Change: 0 
O f f  Change(No Sal Save): 0 
En1 Change(No Sat Save): 0 
Civ Change(No Sat Save): 0 
Caretakers - M i l i t a r y :  0 
Caretakers - C i v i l i a n :  0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5 
Data As O f  17:08 0513011995. Report Created 17:08 0513011995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Cwnm 
Genar i o F i  1; : C: \COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\GRA13703. CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMENO\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: MACOILL, FL 

Descr ip t ion 

Pavements 
M i n t  
POL 
Ops and Traing 
Dining 
Dorms 
BOS 
P &D 

Categ - - - - -  
HORIZ 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
BACHQ 
OTHER 
OTHER 

Nue:  SEYMOUR JOHNSON, NC 

Descript ion 

Pavement 
h i n t  
POL 
OprlTrng 
Dining 
Dorms 
BOS 
P&D 

Categ - - - - -  
HORIZ 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
BACHQ 
OTHER 
OTHER 

New Mi LCon - - - - - - - - - -  
40,000 

181,000 
0 

131 ,250 
6,100 

35.200 
0 
0 

New Mi 1Con 
- - - - - - - - - -  

0 
261,000 

0 
112,250 

4.500 
23.600 

0 
0 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent Of f i ce rs  Married: 76.80% 
Percent En l i s ted  Married: 66.90% 
En l i s ted  Housing Mi lCon: 80.00% 
Of f i ce r  Salary($lYear): 78.668.00 
O f f  BAQ w i th  Dependents($): 7.073.00 
En l i s ted  Salary($lYear): 36,148.00 
En 1 BAQ w i th  Dependents($) : 5.162 .OO 
Avg Unemploy Cost($lWeek): 174.00 
Unemployment E l i g i b i  li ty(Weeks): 18 
C i v i l i a n  SaLary(S1Year): 46.642.00 
C i v i  l i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Ear ly  Re t i re  Rate: 10.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Regular R e t i r e  Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% 
SF F i l e  Desc: F i n a l  Factors 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA Bui ld ing SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs populat ion):  0.54 

(Indices are used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor: 10.00% 
Caretaker Admin(SF1Care): 162.00 
Mothbal l  Cost ($/SF): 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF): 256.00 
Avg Family Quarters(SF): 1.320.00 
APPDET.RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Rehab Mi lCon Tota 1 Cost ($K) --------.--- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
0 2.030 
0 19,380 
0 21,203 
0 15.880 
0 1,210 
0 5,600 
0 2,550 
0 6.190 

Rehab Mi lCon To ta l  - - - - - - - - - - - -  -----. 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

cost ($lo 
. - - - - - - - -  

12,000 
29.890 
15,470 
14,130 

860 
2,330 
7,470 
7,390 

Civ Ear ly  Re t i re  Pay Factor: 9.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement Service: 60.00% 
PPS Actions Involv ing PCS: 50.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  PCS Costs ( 8 ) :  28,800.00 
C i v i  Lian New H i re  Cost($): 0.00 
Nat Median Home Price($): 114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reimburs($): 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Max Home Purch Reinburs($) : 11,191 .OO 
C i v i  Lian Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

Rehab vs. New Mi lCon Cost: 
I n f o  Management Account: 
MilCon Design Rate: 
Mi [Con SIOH Rate: 
Mi [Con Contingency Plan Rate: 
MilCon S i t e  Preparation Rate: 
Discount Rate f o r  NPV.RPTlRO1: 
I n f l a t i o n  Rate fo r  NPV.RPTlRO1: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08)  - Page 6 
Data As Of 17:08 05130/1995. Report Created 17:08 0513011995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Corm 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\GRA13703.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMENO\FINAL.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

MaterialIAssigned Person(Lb) : 710 
HHG Per Off Family (Lb): 14.500.00 
t4HG Per En1 Fani l y  (Lb): 9.000.00 
HHG Per Mi 1 Single (Lb): 6.400.00 
WO Per C iv i l i an  (Lb): 18.000.00 
Total HHG Cost ($/100Lb): 35.00 
Air  Transport ($/Pass Mile): 0.20 
Mirc Exp ($/Direct Employ): 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton): 284.00 
M i  1 Light Vehic le($IMi le) : 0.43 
HeavyISpec Vehi c le($/Mi la) : 1.40 
POV Reiabursanent($/Mile): 0.18 
Avg M i  1 Tour Length (Years): 4.10 
Routine PCS($/Pers/Tour) : 6,437.00 
One-TimOffPCSCost($): 9.142.00 
One-Tire En1 PCS Cost($): 5.761.00 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category --.----- 
Horizontal 
Waterfront 
A i r  Operations 
Operational 
Administrative 
Schoo 1 Bui l d i  ngs 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
F n i  l y  Quarters 
Covered Storage 
Dining Faci l i t i e s  
Rocreation F a c i l i t i e s  
Communications Fac i l  
Shipyard Maintenance 
ROT & E Faci t i t l e s  
POL Storage 
A r u n i t i o n  Storage 
Medical Faci l i t i e s  
Envi ronnenta 1 

EXPLANATORY NOTES (INPUT SCREEN NINE) 

Category UM $/UM -------. - - - - - -  
other (SF) 0 
Optional Category B ( ) 0 
Optional Category C ( ) 0 
Optional Category D ( ) 0 
Optional Category E ( ) 0 
Optional Category F ( ) 0 
Optional Category G ( ) 0 
Optional Category H ( ) 0 
Optional Category I ( ) 0 
Optional Category J ( ) 0 
Optional Category K ( ) 0 
Optional Category L ( ) 0 
Optional Category M ( ) 0 
Optional Category N ( ) 0 
Optional Category 0 ( ) 0 
Optional Category P ( ) 0 
Optional Category Q ( ) 0 
Optional Category R ( ) 0 

4. 112/123 added t o  Grand Forks AFB for  tenants 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-896-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 

my 16, 1995 GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Major General Jay D. Blume, Jr. (Lt. Col. Mary Tripp) 
Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff 

for Base Realignment and Transition 
Headquarters USAF 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington D.C. 20330-1670 

Dear General Blume: 

As a result of the Adds Hearing on May 10th the Commission has added five Air Force 
Reserve C-130 bases for consideration for closure. They are General Mitchell IAP ARS, 
Minneapolis-St Paul IAP ARS, Niagan Falls IAP ARS, O'Hare IAP ARS, and Youngstown- 
Warren MPT ARS. To enable us to analyze these bases on an equitable basis request you provide 
a COBRA run on each using the same scenario, as with past COBRAS, for relocation of the 
aircraft. However, request you mode the Input Screen Four base operating cost data to reflect 
an annual average of the actual costs incurred during the four year period from FY 91 thru FY 94. 
Also, request you provide the spread sheets for each year detailing the annual costs by PEC as 
listed in the Base Questionnaire. 

Request your submission include a disk copy of the C O B W  and be forwarded to the 
Commission by May 26, 1995. 

Your continued support and cooperation are greatly appreciated. 

G ~ o r c e  Team Leader 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON, DC 

HQ USAFIRT 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1670 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, BA 22209 

Dear Mr. Cirillo "- 

/.- \ 

This is in response to your letter of May 16, 1995 (Commission t r #: 9505 17-2, 
AFIRT: RT05 18), requesting COBRA runs on General Mitchell IAP ARS, kpo d a u l  
IAP ARS, Niagara Falls IAP ARS, O'Hare IAP ARS, and Youngstown-Warren MPT ARS. We 
have also included a comparable COBRA run for Pittsburgh IAP ARS as requested verbally. 
Please note that we have complied with your request in calculating MILCON avoidance and 
operating costs. Thus, these COBRAs do not follow normal Air Force COBRA assumptions. 
Spreadsheets detailing the annual costs for these installations are also attached. 

We trust this information is useful for your analysis. 

Sincerely 

Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff 
for Base Realignment and Transition 

Attachments: 
1. Reserve COBRAs 
2. Spreadsheets of annual costs 
3. Electronic Copies 
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&+DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 

May 16, 1995 GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Major G d  Jay D. Blume, Jr. (Lt. Col. Mary Tripp) 
Special Ass'sstarrt to the Chief of Staff 

for Base Realignment and Transition 
H e a d q m  USAF 
1670 Air Force Pentagon - 
Washington D.C. 20330-1 670 

Dear General Blurne: 

As a result of the Adds Hearing on May 10th the Commission has added five Air Force 
Reserve G130 bases for consideration for closure. They are General Mitchell IAP ARS, 
kIhmpolis-St Paul XAP ARS, N m  Falls IAP ARS, O'Hare IAP ARS, and Youngstown- 
Warren MPT ARS. To enable us to analyze these bases on an equitable basis request you provide 
a COBRA run on each using the same scenario, as witb past COBRAs, for relocation of the 
airaa& Ho~,~uestyou~theInputScreenFourbaseoperatingcostdatatorefiect 
ananrnlaraverageofthe~costsincurredckrringthefouryiearperiodhmFY91 thruFY94. 
Also, request you provide the spread sheets for each year detailing the amrual costs by PEC as 
listed in the Base Questionnaire. 

Request your submission include a disk copy of the COBRAs and be.forwarded to the 
Commission by May 26,1995. 

Your continued support and cooperation are greatly appreciated. 



Docull-ellt Separator 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 112 
( Oats As Of 12:56 05/26/1995. Report Created 12:56 05/26/1995 

' \ A i r  Force Department 
Opt ion Package . NIAGARA FOCUS COMM 
Scenario r i l e  : S:\COBRA\COMSISSN\NIA14301.CBR 
Std Fctr.9 F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FINAL.SFF 

S t a r t i n g  Year : 1996 
F i n a l  Year : 1997 
ROI Year : 1998 (1 Year) 

NPV i n  2015($K): -196,419 
l -T ime  Cost($K): 23,718 

Net Costs ($K) Constant 
1996 
- - - - 

Mi lCon -5,953 
Person 0 
Overhd 397 
Moving 0 
M iss io  0 
Other 0 

Do 1 Lars 
1997 
- - - - 
-483 

- 4,402 
-1,094 
5,046 

0 
15,000 

TOTAL -5,556 14,066 -15,157 -15,157 -15,157 -15,157 

- - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - 
POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

O f f  0 0 0 0 0 0 
En 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ci v 0 21 3 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 21 3 0 0 0 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  0 0 0 0 0 0 
En 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
s t u  0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ci v 0 105 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 .  105 0 0 0 0 

Tota L Beyond 



L 

COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 212 
1 i Data As Of 12:56 05/26/1995. Report Created 12:56 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : NIAGARA FOCUS COW 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\COMSISSN\NIA14301.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FINAL.SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 
- - - - - - - - 

Mi lCon 136 1,226 
Person 0 565 
Overhd 397 1,830 
Moving 0 5,046 
Mi s s i  o 0 0 
Other 0 15,000 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  
1,362 

565 
6,355 
5,046 

0 
15,000 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
0 

1,032 
0 
0 
0 

TOTAL 533 23,667 1,032 

Savings ($K) Constant 
1996 
- - - -  

Mi lCon 6,089 
Person 0 
Overhd 0 
Mov i ng 0 
M iss io  0 
Other 0 

T o t a l  Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
9,935 
6,254 

0 
0 
0 

TOTAL 6,089 9,601 16,189 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Dais As O f  ?2:56 05/26/1995, Report Created 12:56 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : NIAGARA FOCUS COW 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\COMSISSN\NIA14301.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing of Construction/Shutdown: No 

Base Name 
- - - - - - - - - 
DOBBINS, GA 
NIAGARA FALLS, NY 
PETERSON, CO 

Strategy: 

Realignment 
Closes i n  FY 1997 
Realignment 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: ... 
- - - - - - - - - -  
DOBBINS, GA 
NIAGARA FALLS, NY 

To Base: 
- - - - - - - -  
NIAGARA FALLS, NY 
PETERSON, CO 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from NIAGARA FALLS, NY t o  OOBBINS, GA 

Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 
En l i s ted  Posit ions: 
C i v i  l i a n  Posit ions: 
Student Posit ions: 
Missn Eqpt (tons): 
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 
Mi li t a r y  L ight  Vehicles: 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 

Distance: 
- - - - - - - - -  

914 m i  
1,568 m i  

Transfers f roa  NIAGARA FALLS; NY t o  PETERSON, CO 

Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 
En l i s ted  Posit ions: 
C i v i l i a n  Posi t ions:  
Student Posit ions: 
Missn Eqpt (tons): 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons):  
M i l i t a r y  L ight  Vehicles: 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: DOBBINS, GA 

Tota l  O f f i c e r  Emp loyees: 0 
Tota l  En l i s t e d  Employees: 0 
Tota l  Student Employees: 0 
Tota l  C i v i l i a n  Employees: 543 
M i l  Fami l i e s  L iv ing  On Base: 0.0% 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 6.0% 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1: 0 
En l i s ted  Housing Un i ts  Avai 1: 0 
To ta l  Base Faci t i  ties(KSF): 899 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 0 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 0 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 119 
Fre ight  Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 0.07 

RPMA Non-Payro 11 (*/Year) : 
Communications (%/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Fan* Housing (SKIYear): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 



.INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
DBta As OB 12:56 05/26/1995, Report Created 12:56 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : NIAGARA FOCUS COW 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\COMSISSN\NIA14301.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NIAGARA FALLS, NY 

Tota 1 Of f i ce r  Employees: 0 
To ta l  En l i s ted  Employees: 0 
Tota l  Student Employees: 0 
To ta l  C i v i l i a n  Employees: 334 
M i  1 Fami l i e s  L iv ing  On Base: 0.0% 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 6.0% 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Ava i l :  0 
En l i s ted  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1: 0 
Tota l  Base Faci li ties(KSF): 840 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 0 
En l i s ted  VHA..($/Month): 0 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 101 
Fre ight  Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 0.07 

Name: PETERSON. CO 

To ta l  O f f i ce r  Employees: 
Tota 1 En l i s t e d  Employees: 
To ta l  Student Employees: 
Tota l  C iv i  l i a n  Employees: 
Mi 1 Fami l i e s  L iv ing  On Base: 
C iv i  l i ans  Not W i  1 l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  
En l i s ted  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1: 
To ta l  Base Faci l i t ies(KSF):  
O f f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Fre ight  Cost ($/Ton/Mi.le) : 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Communications (SKIYear) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Fami l y  Housing  ear) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Fami l y  Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 

Name: DOBBINS, GA 

1-Time Unique Cost (SK): 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK): 
I-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-Mi (Con Reqd($K): 
Act iv  Mission Cost ($K): 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ( a ) :  
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 
Misc Recurring Save($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($lo: 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule ( X ) :  
Mi [Con Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fam Housi ng Avoidnc(!$K) : 
Procurement Avoidnc($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ients lYr :  
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
F a c i l  ShutDown(KSF): 

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - -  
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 -0 0 0 

90% OX 0% 0% 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 4 .  0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 



dNPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 3 
Dais As Of 12:56 05/26/1995, Report Created 12:56 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : NIAGARA FOCUS COMM 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\COMSISSN\NIA14301.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NIAGARA FALLS, NY 

l -Time Unique Cost ($K): 
l -Time Unique Save (SK): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 
Act iv  Mission Cost ($K): 
Ac t i v  Mission Save (SK): 
Misc Recurring Cost ($K) : 
M i  sc Recurring Save($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sples) (SK): 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (X): 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-PatientslYr:  
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF): 

Name: PETERSON, CO 

l-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Time Unique Save (SK): 
l-Time Moving Cost ($K): 
l -Time Moving Save ($lo: 
Env Non-mi LCon Reqd($K): 
Act iv  Mission Cost (a): 
Act i v  Mission Save ($K): 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (X) : 
MiLCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS In- 'Pat ientdYr :  
C W U S  Out-PatientslYr: 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF) : 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  

15,000 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 544 544 544 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

90% 0% 0% 0% 
100% 0% 0% 0% 

1,709 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - -  

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

90% 0% 0% 0% 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: NIAGARA FALLS, NY 

O f f  Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 
Civ Force Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 
O f f  Scenario Change: 
En l Scenario Change: 
Civ Scenario Change: 
O f f  Change(No Sat Save): 
En1 Change(No Sal Save) : 
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 
Caretakers - M i l i t a r y :  
Caretakers - C i v i l i a n :  



LNPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 4 
 at& As O f  72:56 05/26/1995, Report created 12:56 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : NIAGARA FOCUS COW 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\COMSISSN\NIA14301.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: PETERSON, CO 

Descript ion Cat eg New M i  lCon Rehab Mi lCon Tota 1 Cost ($K) 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
Add A l te r  OTHER 7,000 0 1,250 

OTHER 0 0 112 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent Of f i ce rs  Married: 76.80% 
Percent En l i s ted  Married: 66.90% 
En l i s t e d  Housing Mi lCon: 80.00% 
Off icer  SalaryJSIYear): 78,668.00 
Of f  BAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 7,073.00 
En l i s ted  Salary($/Year): 36,148.00 
En1 BAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 5,162.00 
Avg Unemploy Cost($/Week): 174.00 
Unemployment El igibiLi ty(Weeks): 18 
C iv i  l i o n  Salary($/Year): 46,642.00 
C iv i  l i o n  Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
C iv i  l i o n  Ear l y  Re t i re  Rate: 10.00% 
C iv i  l i o n  Regular Re t i re  Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% 
SF F i  l e  Desc: F ina l  Factors 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA Bui ld ing SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs population): 0.54 

(Indices are used as exponents) 
Program Management Factpr: 10.00% 
Caretaker Admin(SF1Care): 162.00 
Mothba 11 Cost ($/SF) : 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF): 256.00 
Avg Family Quarters(SF): 1,320.00 
APPDET.RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Civ Ear ly  Re t i re  Pay Factor: 9.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement Service: 60.00% 
PPS Actions Involv ing PCS: 50.00% 
C i v i l i a n  PCS Costs ( 8 ) :  28,800.00 
C i v i l i a n  New H i re  Cost($): 0.00 
Nat Median Home Price($): 114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reimburs($): 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Max Home Purch Reimburs($): 11,191.00 
C i v i l i a n  Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 
I n f o  Management Account: 
Mi lCon Design Rate: 
Mi lCon SIOH Rate: 
Mi lCon Contingency Plan Rate: 
MilCon S i t e  Preparation Rate: 
Discount Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 
I n f l a t i o n  Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Materia LlAssigned Person(Lb) : 710 
HHG Per O f f  Family (Lb): 14,500.00 
HHG Per En 1 Fami l y  (Lb): 9.000.00 
HHG Per M i l  Single (Lb): 6,400.00 
Hffi Per C i v i  l i a n  (Lb): 18,000.00 
To ta l  HItG Cost (S1100Lb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport ($/Pass Mi le) :  0.20 
Misc Exp ($/Direct Employ) : 700.00 

Equip Pack L Crate($ITon): 284.00 
Mi 1 L ight  ~ e h i c l e ( $ / M i  le ) :  0.43 
HeavyISpec Vehic le($/Mi le )  : 1.40 
POV Reimbursement($/Mile): 0.18 
Avg Mi 1 Tour Length (Years): 4.10 
Routine PCS($/Pers/Tour): 6,437.00 
One-Time O f f  PCS Cost($): 9.142.00 
One-TiaeEnlPCSCost($):  5,761.00 



!NPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 5 
~ a i e  As O f  12:56 05/26/1995, Report Created 12:56 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : NIAGARA FOCUS COMM 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\COMSISSN\NIA14301.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FINAL.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category UM $IUM 
- -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - 
Horizontal (sy) 0 
Waterfront (LF) 0 
Ai r  Operations (SF) 0 
Operational (SF) 0 
Administrat ive (SF) 0 
Schoo 1 Bui l d i  ngs (SF) 0 
Maintenance Shops (SF) 0 
Bachelor Quarters (SF) 0 
Fami l y  Quarters (EA) 0 
Covered Storage (SF) 0 
Dining Faci l i t i e s  (SF) 0 
Recreation Fdei li t i e s  (SF) 0 
Communications F a c i l  (SF) 0 
Shipyard Maintenance (SF) 0 
ROT B E F a c i l i t i e s  (SF) 0 
POL Storage (BL) 0 
Ammunition Storage (SF) 0 
Medical Faci l i t i e s  (SF) 0 
Environmental ( 1 0 

Category UM $JUM 
- - - - - - - - - - ...- 
other (SF) 0 
Optional Category B ( ) 0 
Optional Category C ( ) 0 
Optional Category D ( ) 0 
Optional Category E ( ) 0 
Optional Category F ( ) 0 
Optional Category G ( ) 0 
Optional Category t i  ( ) 0 
Optional Category I ( ) 0 
Optional Category J ( ) 0 
Optional Category K ( ) 0 
Optional Category L ( ) 0 
Optional Category M ( ) 0 
Optional Category N ( ) 0 
Optional Category 0 ( ) 0 
Optional Category P ( ) 0 
Opt iona lCa tegoryQ ( ) 0 
Opt ionalCategoryR ( ) 0 



Document Separator 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 112 
Data As Of 12:44 05/26/1995, Report Created 12:45 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : PITTSBURGH COMM 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\COMSISSN\PIT14301.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FINAL.SFF 

Star t ing Year : 1996 
F i n a l  Year : 1997 
R O I  Year : 1998 (1  Year) 

NPV i n  2015($~)  : -196.889 
1 -Time ~os t ($K) :  22,969 

Net Costs ($K) Constant Do l la rs  
1996 1997 1998 1999 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Mi lCon -11,530 1,569 0 0 
Person 0 -4,983 -11,147 -11,147 
Overhd 134 -826 -3,723 -3,723 
Mov i ng 0 4,798 0 0 
Mi ss i  o 0 0 0 0 
Other 0 15,000 0 0 

TOTAL -11,395 15.558 -14,871 -14,871 -14,871 -14,871 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 -.-- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

O f f  0 0 0 0 0 0 
En 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ci v 0 239 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 239 0 0 0 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  0 0 0 0 0 0 
En 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
StU 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ci v 0 105 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 105 0 0 0 0 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

-9,961 
-49,573 
-15,585 

4,798 
0 

15,000 

To ta l  
- - - - -  

Beyond - - - - - - 
0 

-11,147 
-3,723 
0 

0 
0 

I,. - . . 



A . COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 12:44 05/26/1995, Report Created 12:45 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : PITTSBURGH COMM 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\COMSISSN\PIT14301.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FINAL.SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant Do 1 Lars 
1996 1997 
- - - -  - - - - 

Mi lCon 174 1.569 
Person 0 590 
Overhd 134 1,185 
Mov i ng 0 4,798 
Mi s s i  o 0 0 
Other 0 15,000 

TOTAL 308 23,143 488 488 488 488 

Savings (8K) Constant D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 - - - - - - - - 

Mi [Con 11,704 0 
Person 0 5,574 
Overhd 0 2.012 
Mov i ng 0 0 
Mi ss i  o 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 11,704 7,585 15,359 15,359 15,359 15,359 

Tota 1 
- - - - - 
1,743 

590 
3,271 
4,798 

0 
15,000 

Tota 1 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
0 

488 
0 
0 
0 

Beyond 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
~a;a As O f  ?2:44 05/26/1995, Report Created 12:44 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : PITTSBURGH COMM 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\COMSISSN\PIT14301.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing o f  Construction/Shutdown: No 

Base Name Strategy: - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - 
DOBBINS, GA Realignment 
GREATER PITTSBURGH, PN Closes i n  FY 1997 
PETERSON, CO Realignment 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: 
- - - - - - - - - -  
DOBBINS, GA 
GREATER PITTSBURGH, PN 

To Base: - - - - - - - - 
GREATER PITTSBURGH, PN 
PETERSON, CO 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from GREATER PITTSBURGH, PN t o  OOBBINS, GA 

Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 
Enl is ted Posit ions: 
C iv i  l i a n  Posit ions: 
Student Posit ions: 
Missn Eqpt ( tons):  
Suppt Eqpt ( tons):  
M i l i t a r y  L ight  Vehicles: 
HeavyISpecia 1 Vehicles: 

Transfers from GREATER PITTSBURGH, PN t o  PETERSON, CO 

Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 
Enl is ted Posit ions: 
C iv i  l i a n  Posit ions: 
Student Posit ions: 
Missn Eqpt ( tons):  
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 
M i  l i t a r y  Light  Vehicles: 
Heavy/Specia 1 Vehicles: 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: DOBBINS, GA 

Tota l  O f f i ce r  Employees: 
Tota l  En l i s ted  Employees: 
Tota l  Student Employees: 
Tota l  C i v i l i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Famil ies L iv ing  On Base: 
C iv i  l i ans  Not W i  1 l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
En l i s ted  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1: 
Tota 1 Base Faci li ties(KSF) : 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi le) :  

Distance: 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Famidy Housing ($K/Year ) : 
Area 'Cost Factor : 
CHAMPKS In-Pat ($ /Vis i  t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out -Pat ($ /V is i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 



. INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Uata As B f  12:44 05/26/1995, Report Created 12:44 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : PITTSBURGH COMM 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\COMSISSN\PIT14301.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: GREATER PITTSBURGH. PN 

Tota 1 Of f i ce r  Employees: 
To ta l  En l i s ted  Employees: 
Tota l  Student Employees: 
Tota l  C i v i l i a n  Employees: 
M i  1 Fami l i e s  L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Ava i l :  
Enl is ted Housing Uni ts  Avai 1: 
Tota l  Base Faci li ties(KSF) : 
Of f icer  VHA ($/Month): 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi le )  : 

Name: PETERSON, CO 

Tota l  O f f i ce r  Employees: 
Tota l  En l i s t e d  Employees: 
Tota l  Student Employees: 
Tota l  C i v i  l i a n  Employees: 
Mi 1 Fami l i e s  L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Ava i l :  
En l i s ted  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1: 
Tota l  Base Faci li ties(KSF): 
O f f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi le )  : 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Communications ($KIYear): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  ($KIYear): 
Family Housing (SKIYear): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 

RPMA Non-Payroll (8KIYear): 
Communications ($K/Year ) : 
BOS Non-Payroll (SKIYesr): 
BOS Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Fami l y  Housing ($K/Year ) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 

Name: DOBBINS, GA 
1996 
- - - * 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($40: 0 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K): 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 0 
M i  sc Recurring Cost ($K) : 0 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 0 
Construction Schedule(%): 1 OX 
Shutdown Schedule ( X ) :  100% 
M i  lCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K) : 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 0 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ients fYr :  0 
CHAMPUS Out-PatientslYr:  0 
F a c i l  ShutDown(KSF): 0 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - - 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

90% 0% OX 0% 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 . 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 



A IYPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As O f  12:44 05/26/1995, Report Created 12:44 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : PITTSBURGH COMM 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\COMSISSN\PIT14301.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: GREATER PITTSBURGH, 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-mi LCon Reqd($K): 
Act iv  Mission Cost ($K): 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K) : 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (X): 
M i  lCon Cost Avoidnc($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ients lYr :  
CHAMPUS Out-PatientsIYr: 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF) : 

Name: PETERSON. CO 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 
1-Time Moving Save (8K): 
Env Non-mi LCon Reqd($K): 
Act iv  Mission Cost ($K): 
Act iv  Mission Save ($K): 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sa les) (8K) : 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule ( X ) :  
M i  lCon Cost Avoidnc(8K): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc(8K): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ients IYr :  
CHAMPUS Out-PatientsIYr: 
Faci 1 ShutDo*n(KSF): 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

15,000 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

90% 0% OX OX 
100% 0% 0% 0% 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - -  

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

90% 0% OX 0% 
OX 0% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: GREATER PITTSBURGH, PN 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - 

O f f  Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 
Civ Force Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 
O f f  Scenario Change: 
En 1 Scenario Change: 
Civ Scenario Change: 
O f f  Change(No Sal Save): 
En1 Change(No Sal Save): 
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 
Caretakers - M i l i t a r y :  
Caretakers - C i v i l i a n :  



. INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
data As @f 12:44 05/26/1995, Report Created 12:44 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : PITTSBURGH COMM 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\COMSISSN\PIT14301.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: GREATER PITTSBURGH, PN 

Descript ion Categ New M i  lCon Rehab M i  lCon Tota l  Cost($K) 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  m a - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - . - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
ConstIALter Switch OTHER 3,000 0 350 

OTHER 0 0 31 

Name: PETERSON, CO 

Descript ion Categ New M i  lCon Rehab M i  [Con Tota l  Cost($K) 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
Add A l te r  OTHER 7,000 0 1,250 

OTHER 0 0 112 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent Of f i ce rs  Married: 76.80% 
Percent En l i s ted  Married: 66.90% 
En l i s t e d  Housing M i  lCon: 80.00% 
Off icer  Salary($lYear): 78,668.00 
O f f  BAQ w i th  Dependents($): 7,073.00 
Enl is ted Salary($/Year): 36,148.00 
En1 BAQ w i th  Dependents($): 5,162.00 
Avg Unemp toy Cost ($/Week) : 174 .OO 
Unemployment E l i g i b i  l i ty(Weeks): 18 
C i v i l i a n  Salary($/Year): 46,642.00 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Ear ly  Re t i re  Rate: 10.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Regular Re t i re  Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% 
SF F i l e  Desc: F i n a l  Factors 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA Bui ld ing SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs populat ion):  0.54 

(Indices are used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor: 10.00% 
Caretaker Admin(SF1Care): 162.00 
Mothball Cost ($/SF): 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF): 256.00 
Avg Family Quarters(SF): 1,320.00 
APPDET.RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Civ Ear ly  Re t i re  Pay Factor: 9.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement Service: 60.00% 
PPS Actions 1nvolv:ng PCS: 50.00% 
C i v i l i a n  PCS Costs ( 8 ) :  28,800.00 
C i v i l i a n  New H i re  Cost($): 0.00 
Nat Median Home Price($):  114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reimburs($): 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Max Home Purch Reimburs($): 11,191 .OO 
C i v i l i a n  Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 
I n f o  Management Account: 
Mi lCon Design Rate: 
M i  lCon SIOH Rate: 
Mi lCon Contingency Plan Rate: 
MilCon S i t e  Preparation Rate: 
Discount Rate fo r  HPV.RPTIRO1: 
I n f l a t i o n  Rate fo r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Materia l1Assigned Person(Lb) : 710 
HHG Per O f f  Family (Lb): 14,500.00 
HHG Per En1 Fami l y  (Lb): 9,000.00 
HHB Per Mi 1 Single (Lb): 6,400.00 
HHG Per C i v i l i a n  (Lb): 18,000.00 
Tota l  HHG Cost (SI100Lb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport ($/Pass Mi le ) :  0.20 
Misc Exp ($/Direct Employ): 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate($ITon): 284.00 
M i  1 L ight  Vehicle($/Mi le ) :  0.43 
HeavyISpec Vehicle($/Mile): 1.40 
POV Reimbursement($lMile): 0.18 
Avg M i l  Tour Length (Years): 4.10 
Routine PCS($lPers/Tour) : 6,437 .OO 
One-J*ime O f f  PCS Cost($): 9,142.00 
One-fine Enl PCS Cost($): 5,761.0p 



ZNPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 5 
~ a t d  As O f  )2:44 05/26/1995, Report Created 12:45 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : PITTSBURGH COMM 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\COMSISSN\PIT14301.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FINAL.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category 
- - - - - - - -  
Hor izonta l  
Waterfront 
A i r  Operations 
Operational 
Administrat ive 
School Bui ldings 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
Fami l y  Quarters 
Covered Storage 
Dining Faci l i t i e s  
Recreation F a c i l i t i e s  
Communications F a c i l  
Shipyard Maintenance 
RDT & E F a c i l i t i e s  
POL Storage 
Ammunition Storage 
Medical Faci l i t i e s  
Envi ronmenta 1 

Category 

other 
Optional Category B 
Optional Category C 
Optional Category D 
Optional Category E 
Optional Category F 
Optional Category G 
Optional Category H 
Optional Category I 
Optional Category J 
Optional Category K 
Optional Category L 
Optional Category M 
Optional Category N 
Optional Category 0 
Optional Category P 
Optional Category Q 
Optional Category R 

UM $/UM - - - - - -  
(SF) 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( ) 0 
( 1 0 
( ) 0 
( ) 0 
( 1 0 
( ) 0 
( ) 0 
( ) 0 
( ) 0 
( 1 0 
( ) 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 



Documel-t S eparator 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1 /2  
Data As Of 12:46 05/26/1995, Report Created 12:46 05/26/1995 

r I 
Departmeyt : A i r  gorce 
Opt ion  Packag : O'HARE COMMISSION b 
S c e n a r i o , F i l e  : S:\COBRA\COMSISSN\OHA14301.CBR 
Std ~ c t r i  F i  l e  : S: \COBRA\FINAL.SFF 

S t a r t i n g  Year : 1996 
F i n a l  Year : 1997 
ROI Year : 1999 (2 Years) 

NPV i n  2015($K): -204,271 
l -T ime  Cost($K): 23,902 

Net Costs ($K) Constant 
1996 

Do L Lars 
1997 Tota 1 Beyond 

- - - - 
Mi (Con 136 
Person 0 
Overhd 232 
Mov i ng 0 
M iss io  0 
Other ... 0 

TOTAL 368 15.482 

T o t a l  
- - - - -  - - - - - - - -  

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
O f f  0 0 
En 1 0 0 
Ci v 0 274 
TOT 0 274 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  0 0 
En L 0 0 
Stu  0 0 
C iv  0 105 
TOT 0 105 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 12:46 05/26/1995, Report Created 12:46 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : O'HARE COMMISSION 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\COMSISSN\OHA~~~~~.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FINAL.SFF 

Costs (8K) Constant D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 
- - - - - - - - 

Mi lCon 136 1,226 
Person 0 650 
Overhd 232 1,732 
Moving 0 5,408 
Miss io  0 0 
Other 0 15,000 

TOTAL 368 24,016 861 861 861 861 

Savings (8K) Constant D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 
- - - -  - - - -  

Mi lCon - 0 0 
Person 0 6,390 
Overhd 0 2,144 
Mov i ng 0 0 
M iss io  0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 0 8,534 17,134 17,134 17,134 17,134 

To ta l  

To ta l  
- - - - -  

0 
57,509 
19,560 

0 
0 
0 

Beyond 

Beyond 
- - - - - - 

0 
12,780 
4,354 

0 
0 
0 



-INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
oat: As Of f2:46 05/26/1995, Report Created 12:46 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : O'HARE COMMISSION 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\COMSISSN\OHA14301.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: O'HARE, I L  

Tota 1 Of f i ce r  Employees: 
To ta l  En l i s t e d  Employees: 
To ta l  Student Employees: 
Tota l  C i v i  l i a n  Employees: 
Mi 1 Fami l i e s  L iv ing  On Base: 
C iv i  l i ans  Not W i  1 l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
En l i s ted  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1: 
Tota l  Base Faci li ties(KSF) : 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 
Enl is ted VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rats.($lDay): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 

Name: PETERSON. CO 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  (SKIYear): 
Fami l y  Housing ($K/Year ) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 

Tota l  O f f i ce r  Employees: 1,187 RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Tota l  En l i s ted  Employees: 1,956 Communications ($K/Year): 
To ta l  Student Employees: 0 BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Tota l  C i v i l i a n  Employees: 1.661 BOS Payro 11 ($K/Year ) : 
M i  1 Fami l i e s  L iv ing  On Base: 10.0% Fami l y  Housing ($K/Year) : 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 6 . m  Area Cost Factor: 
O f f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  0 CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
Enl is ted Housing Un i ts  Avai 1: 0 CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
Tota l  Base Faci l i t ies(KSF): 2,927 CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
Of f icer  VHA ($/Month): 73 A c t i v i t y  Code: 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 54 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 73 Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 0.07 Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: DOBBINS, GA 
1996 - - - -  

I-Time Unique Cost ( a ) :  0 
1-Time Unique Save (a): 0 
1-Tine Moving Cost (SK): 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($to: 0 
Env Non-Mi [Con Reqd($K) : 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K): 0 
Act i v  Mission Save ($K): 0 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 0 
Misc Recurring Save($K) : 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK): 0 
Construction Schedule(X): 10% 
Shutdown Schedule (X): 100% 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 0 
Fan Housing Avoidnc($K): 0 
Procurement Avoidnc(SK): 0 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ients lYr :  0 
CHAMPUS Out-PatientsIYr: 0 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF) : 0 

90% Q% OX 
0% OX 0% 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

Perc ~ad;i  Ly Housing ShutDown: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As Of 12:46 05/26/1995, Report Created 12:46 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : O'HARE COWISSION 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\COMSISSN\OHA1430l.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: O'HARE, I L  

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K): 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 
Misc Recurring Save($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sa Les) ($K) : 
Construction~Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule ( X ) :  
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ients fYr :  
CHAMPUS Out-PatientsfYr: 
Faci 1 ShutOown(KSF) : 

Name: PETERSON, CO 

1-Time Unique Cost ( $ K ) :  
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK): 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-Mi [Con Reqd($K): 
Act iv  Mission Cost ($K): 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 
Mi sc Recurring Cost ($K) : 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (&): 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (X): 
Mi [Con Cost Avoidnc($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K) : 
Procurement Avoidnc($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ients lYr :  
CHAMPUS Out-PatientsfYr: 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF) : 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

15,000 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 373 373 373 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

90% 0% 0% 0% 
100% 0% 0% 0% 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutOown: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - - 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 @ 
0 0 0 0 

90% 0% 0% 0% 
0% OX 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: O'HARE. I L  
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

O f f  Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
Enl Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
Stu Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
O f f  Scenario Change: 0 0 0 0 ; 'f 
En1 Scenario Change: 0 0 0 0 
Civ Scenario Change: 0 -274 0 0 0 
O f f  Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 * O  0 0 
En1 Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 0 -5 0 0 0 
Caretakers - M i l i t a r y :  0 0 0 0 0 
Caretakers - C i v i l i a n :  0 0 0 0 0 



.INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
~ a t i  AS o f  12:46 05/26/1995, Report Created 12:46 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : O'HARE COMMISSION 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\COMSISSN\OHA14301.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: PETERSON, CO 

Descr ip t ion Categ New Mi lCon Rehab M i  lCon Tota 1 Cost($K) 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
Add A l te r  OTHER 7,000 0 1,250 

OTHER 0 0 11 2 

STANDARO FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent Of f i ce rs  Married: 76.80% 
Percent Enl is ted Married: 66.90% 
En l i s ted  Housing Mi Ron: 80.00% 
Of f i ce r  Salary($/Year): 78,668.00 
Off BAQ withOependents($): 7,073.00 
En l i s ted  Salary($/Year): 36,148.00 
En1 BAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 5,162.00 
Avg Unemploy Cost(S1Week) : 174.00 
Unemployment E l i g i b i  lity(Weeks): 18 
C iv i  l i e n  Salary($/Year): 46,642.00 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Ear ly  Ret i re  Rate: 10.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Regular Re t i re  Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% 
SF F i  l e  Desc: F i n a l  Factors 

STANDARO FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA Bu i ld ing  SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs populat ion):  0.54 

( Ind ices are used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor: 10.00% 
Caretaker Admin(SF/Care): 162.00 
Mothbal l  Cost ($/SF): 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF): 256.00 
Avg Family Quarters(SF): 1,320.00 
APPDET.RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Civ Ear ly  Re t i re  Pay Factor:  9.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement Service: 60.00% 
PPS Actions Involv ing PCS: 50.00% 
C i v i l i a n  PCS Costs ($): 28,800.00 
C i v i l i a n  New H i re  Cost($): 0.00 
Nat Median Home Price($):  114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reimburs($): 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Max Home Purch Reimburs($): 11,191.00 
C i v i l i a n  Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 
I n f o  Management Account: 
MilCon Design Rate: 
Mi lCon SIOH Rate: 
Mi LCon Contingency P Lan Rate: 
MilCon S i t e  Preparat ion Rate: 
Discount Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 
I n f l a t i o n  Rate fo r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

MaterialIAssigned Person(Lb): 710 
Hffi Per O f f  Family (Lb): 14,500.00 
HHG Per En1 Fami l y  (Lb): 9,000.00 
HHG Per Mi 1 Single (Lb): 6,400.00 
HHG Per C i v i l i a n  (Lb): 18,000.00 
Tota l  HHG Cost ($/lOOLb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport ($/Pass Mi le) :  0.20 
Misc Exp ($/Direct Employ): 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate($lTon): 284.00 
Mi 1 L igh t  Vehicle($/Mi l e )  : 0.43 
HeavylSpec Vehic le($/Mi le )  : 1.40 
POV Reimbursement($/M' 3 ) :  6.18 
Avg Mi 1 Tour Length (Years): 4.10 
Routine PCS(b1PerslTour) : 6,437 .OO 
One-Time Of f  PCS Cost($): 9,142.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost($): 5,761.00 



,INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5 
Dat'a As Of ?2:46 05/26/1995, Report Created 12:46 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : O'HARE COMMISSION 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\COMSISSN\OHA14301.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FINAL.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category 
- - - - - - - -  
H o r i z o n t a l  
Water f ront  
A i r  Operat ions 
Opera t i ona l  
A d m i n i s t r a t i v e  
Schoo 1 Bui  l d i  ngs 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quar te rs  
Fami l y  Quar te rs  
Covered Storage 
D in ing  F a c i l i t i e s  
Recreat ion  F s o i l i t i e s  
Communications F a c i l  
Shipyard Maintenance 
RDT 8 E Fac i  li t i e s  
POL Storage 
Ammunition Storage 
Medical  F a c i l i t i e s  
Environmental  

Category UM $/UM 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
o ther  (SF) 0 
Op t i ona l  Category 0 ( ) 0 
Opt iona l  Category C ( ) 0 
Opt iona l  Category D ( ) 0 
Op t i ona l  Category E ( ) 0 
Opt iona l  Category F ( ) 0 
Opt iona l  Category G ( ) 0 
Opt iona l  Category H ( ) 0 
Opt iona l  Category I ( ) 0 
Opt iona l  Category J ( ) 0 
Opt iona l  Category K ( ) 0 
Opt iona l  Category L ( ) 0 
Opt iona l  Category M ( ) 0 
Opt iona l  Category N ( ) 0 
Op t i ona l  Category 0 ( ) 0 
O p t i o n a l C a t e g o r y P  ( ) 0 
Op t i ona l  Category Q ( ) 0 
Opt iona l  Category R ; ) 0 



~~~~~~~~~~t Separator 
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COBRA REALIGNMENT SUkMARY (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 112 

1 Data As O f  12:48 05/26/1995, Report Created 12:48 05/26/1995 

I I 
Department 1: A i r  Force 
Option Package ': Gen M i t c h e l l  Commiss 
Scenario F i  Le j: S: \COBRA\COMSISSN\GENl4301 .CBR 
Std F c t r s  k i l e  : S:\COBRA\FINAL.SFF 

S ta r t i ng  Year : 1996 
F i n a l  Year : 1997 
ROI Year : 1998 (1  Year) 

NPV i n  2015(1) :  -223,374 
1-Time Cost($K): 22,921 

Net Costs ($K) Constant Do l l a rs  
1996 1997 
- - - -  - - - -  

Mi lCon -7,140 -2,277 
Person 0 -5,767 
Overhd 193 -1,189 
Moving 0 5,168 
Mi s s i  o . 0 0 
Other 0 15,000 

TOTAL -6,946 10,935 -16,831 -16,831 -16,831 -16,831 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
- - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
O f f  0 0 0 0 0 0 
En 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ci v 0 275 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 275 0 0 0 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  0 0 0 0 0 0 
En l 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Stu 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i  v 0 105 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 .  105 0 0 0 0 

To ta l  
- - - - -  

' -9,417 
-57,074 
-17,011 

5,168 
0 

15,000 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
.12,826 
-4,004 
' 0 

0 
0 

I.. - L 



L COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 12:48 05/26/1995, Report Created 12:48 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Gen M i t c h e l l  Colamiss 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\COMSISSN\GEN14301.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FINAL.SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant Do l la rs  
1996 1997 
- - - -  - - - - 

Mi [Con 136 1.226 
Person 0 646 
Overhd 193 1,034 
Mov i ng 0 5,168 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 15.000 

TOTAL 330 23.073 488 488 488 488 

Savings ($K) Constant Do1 Lars 
1996 1997 

, ,. - - - - - - - - 
Mi lCon 7,276 3.503 
Person 0 6,413 
Overhd 0 2.222 
Moving 0 0 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 7,276 12,138 17,318 17,318 17,318 17,318 

Tota l  

Tota l  
- - - - - 

10,779 
57,719 
20,190 

0 
0 
0 

Beyond 
- - - - - - 

0 
0 

488 
0 
0 
0 

beyond 
- - - - - -  

' 0  
12,826 
4.492 

0 
0 
0 



I INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data As O f  12:48 05/26/1995, Report Created 12:48 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Gen M i t c h e l l  Commiss 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\COMSISSN\GENl4301 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FINAL.SFF 

CBR 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing o f  Construction/Shutdown: No 

Base Name 
- - - - - - - - -  
DOBBINS, GA 
GEN MITCHELL, W I  
PETERSON, CO 

Strategy: 

Realignment 
Closes i n  FY 1997 
Rea lignment 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: ,; 

- - - - - - - - - -  
DOBBINS, GA 
GEN MITCHELL, W I  

To Base: 
- - - - - - - - 
GEN MITCHELL, W I  
PETERSON. CO 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from GEN MITCHELL, W I  t o  DOBBINS, GA 

Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 
En l i s ted  Posit ions: 
C iv i  l i a n  Posit ions: 
Student Posit ions: 
Missn Eqpt (tons): 
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 
M i l i t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles: 
HeavyJSpecia 1 Vehicles; 

Distance: 
- - - - - - - - -  

753 m i  
1,086 m i  

Transfers from GEN MITCHELL, W I  t o  PETERSON, CO 

Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 
En l i s t e d  Posit ions: 
C iv i  l i e n  Posit ions: 
Student Posit ions: 
Missn Eqpt (tons): 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons):  
M i l i t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles: 
HeavylSpecial Vehicles: 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: DOBBINS. GA 

Tota l  O f f i ce r  Employees: 0 
Tota l  En l i s ted  Employees: 0 
Tota l  Student Employees: 0 
Tota l  C iv i  l i e n  Employees: 543 
Mi 1 Famil ies L iv ing  On Base: 0.0% 
C iv i  l i ans  Not W i  l l i n g  To Move: 6.0% 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  0 
En l i s ted  Housing Un i ts  Avai 1: 0 
Tota 1 Base Faci l i t ies(KSF) : 899 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 0 
Enl is ted VHA ($/Month): 0 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 119 
Fre ight  Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 0.07 

RPMA Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year) : 
Communications (&/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS P a y r o l l  (%/Year): 
Family Housing (SKIYear): 
Area 'Cost Factor : 
CHAMP* In-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 



INWT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As O f  12:48 05/26/1995, Report Created 12:48 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Gen M i t c h e l l  Commiss 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\COMSISSN\GENI~~O~.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: GEN MITCHELL, W I  

Tota l  O f f i ce r  Employees: 
Tota l  En l i s t e d  Employees: 
Tota l  Student Employees: 
Tota l  C iv i  l i a n  Employees: 
Mi 1 Fami l i e s  L iv ing On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
En l i s ted  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1: 
To ta l  Base Faci li ties(KSF): 
O f f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 
En l i s ted  VHA .($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Fre ight  Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 

Name: PETERSON, CO 

Tota l  O f f i ce r  Employees: 
Total En l i s ted  Employees: 
Tota l  Student Employees: 
Tota l  C iv i  l i a n  Employees: 
Mi l Fami l i e s  L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i  Lians Not W i  l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
En l i s ted  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
To ta l  Base Faci t i  ties(KSF) : 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Fre ight  Cost ($/Ton/Mib): 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  ($U/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 

RPMA Non-Payroll (%/Year): 
Communications (SKIYear): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 

Name: DOBBINS. GA 

1-Time Unique Cost (a): 
1 -Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK): 
1-Time Moving Save ( a ) :  
Env Non-Mi lCon Reqd($K) : 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K): 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 
M i  sc Recurring Save(&) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK): 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule ( X ) :  
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc(%) : 
Procurement Avoidnc(W): 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ients IYr :  
CHAMPUS Out-PatientsIYr: 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF): 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

90% OX 0% 0% 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 ,I 0 0 0 

Perc Fami Ly Housing ShutDown: 
L 



-.. IWUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 

Data As Of 12:48 05/26/1995, Report Created 12:48 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Gen M i t c h e l l  Commiss 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\COMSISSN\GEN14301.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: GEN MITCHELL, W I  
1996 
- - - -  

l -Time Unique Cost ($K): 0 
l -Time Unique Save ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost (8K): 0 
1-Time Moving Save (8K): 0 
Env Non-Mi [Con Reqd($K) : 0 
Act iv  Mission Cost (8K): 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 0 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 0 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 0 
Land (+Buy/-~qales) (SK) : 0 
Construction Schedule(%): 10% 
Shutdown Schedule (X):  0% 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc(SK): 7,276 
Fam Housing Avoidnc(8K) : 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K) : 0 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 0 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 0 
F s c i l  ShutDown(KSF): 325 

Name: PETERSON, CO 

l-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
l -Time Unique Save (SK): 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK): 
1-Time Moving Save (SK): 
Env Non -Mi lCon Reqd($K) : 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost (%j: 
Act i v  Mission Save (SK): 
Misc Recurring Cost (SK) : 
Misc Recurring Save(%): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 
Construction Schedu le(X) : 
Shutdown Schedule ( X ) :  
Mi [Con Cost Avoidnc($K) : 
F a  Housing Avoidnc(SK): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-PatientslYr:  
Foci 1 ShutDown(KSF) : 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

15,000 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

90% 0% 0% 0% 
1 00% 0% 0% 0% 

3,503 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 -. - - - - - -  - -. - - - - - 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

90% 0% 0% 0% 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutOown: 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: GEN MITCHELL, W I  
1996 1997 
- - 

O f f  Force Struc Change: 
Enl Force Struc Change: 
Civ Force Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 
O f f  Scenario Change: 
En l Scenario Change: 
Ci v Scenario Change: 
O f f  Change(No Sol Save): 
En1 Change(No Sal Save): 
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 
Caretakers - Mi l i t a r y :  
Caretakers - C i v i l i a n :  



• WPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data As O f  12:48 05/26/1995, Report Created 12:48 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Gen M i t c h e l l  Commiss 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\COMSISSN\GEN14301.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: PETERSON, CO 

Descript ion Categ New Mi [Con Rehab Mi [Con Tota 1 Cost ($K) 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - a -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
Add A l te r  OTHER 7,000 0 1,250 

OTHER 0 0 11 2 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent Of f i ce rs  Married: 76.80% 
Percent Enl is ted Married: 66.90% 
En l i s ted  Housing Mi lCon: 80.00% 
Of f i ce r  SaLafiy($/Year): 78,668.00 
Of f  BAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 7,073.00 
En l i s ted  Salary($/Year): 36,148.00 
En 1 BAQ w i t h  Dependents($) : 5,162.00 
Avg Unemploy Cost($/Week): 174.00 
Unemployment E l i g i b i  li ty(Weeks): 18 
C i v i l i a n  Salary($lYear): 46,642.00 
Civ i  l i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Ear ly  Re t i re  Rate: 10.00% 
C i v i l i a n R e g u l a r R e t i r e R a t e :  5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% 
SF F i l e  Desc: F i n a l  Factors 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA Bu i ld ing  SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs populat ion):  0.54 

( Ind ices are used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor: 10.00% 
Caretaker Admin(SF1Care): 162.00 
Mothbal l  Cost ($/SF): 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF): 256.00 
Avg Family Quarters(SF): 1,320.00 
APPDET.RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Civ Ear ly  Re t i re  Pay Factor: 9.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement Service: 60.00% 
PPS Actions Involv ing PCS: 50.00% 
C i v i l i a n  PCS Costs ($): 28,800.00 
C i v i l i a n  New H i re  Cost($): 0.00 
Nat Median Home Price($):  114.600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reimburs($): 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Max Home Purch Reimburs($): 11,191.00 
C i v i l i a n  Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

Rehab vs. New MiLCon Cost: 
I n f o  Management Account: 
Mi (Con Oesign Rate: 
M i  lCon SIOH Rate: 
Mi [Con Contingency Plan Rate: 
MilCon S i t e  Preparation Rate: 
Discount Rate fo r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 
I n f l a t i o n  Rate for NPV.RPT/ROI: 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

MaterialIAssigned Person(Lb): 710 
HHG Per O f f  Family (Lb): 14,500.00 
HHGPerEn lFami ly (Lb) :  9,000.00 
HHGPerMiLS ing le (Lb) :  6,400.00 
HHG Per C i v i  l i a n  (Lb): 18.000.00 
To ta l  HHG Cost (81100Lb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport ($/Pass Mi le) :  0.20 
Misc Exp (%/Direct Employ) : 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate($lTon): 284.00 
Mi 1 L igh t  Vehicle($/Mi le):  0.43 
Heavy/Spec Vehicle($/Mile): 1 .40 
POV Reimbursement($/M~re): 0.18 
Avg Mi 1 Tour Length (Years): 4.10 
Routine PCS($/Pers/Tour): 6,437.00 
One-TimeOff PCSCost($): 9,142.00 
One-T imeEn lPCS~os t (8 ) :  5,761.00 



4 IWUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 5 
Data As Of 12:48 05/26/1995, Report Created 12:48 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Gen M i t c h e l l  Commiss 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\COMSISSN\GEN14301.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FINAL.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category 
- - - - - - - -  
Hor i  zonta 1 
Water f ront  
A i r  Operat ions 
Operat iona l  
Admin i s t ra t i ve  
School Bui  l d i ngs  
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
Fami l y  Quar te rs  
Covered Storage 
Din ing Fac i  1 , j t ies  
Recreat ion  ~ i c i  li t i e s  
Communications F a c i l  
Shipyard Maintenance 
RDT & E F a c i l i t i e s  
POL Storage 
Ammunition Storage 
Medical  F a c i l i t i e s  
Environmental  

Category UM 
- - - - - - - - - - 
o ther  (SF) 
Opt iona l  Category 8 ( ) 
Opt iona l  Category C ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category D ( ) 
Opt iona l  Category E ( ) 
Opt iona l  Category F ( ) 
Opt iona l  Category G ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category H ( ) 
Opt iona l  Category I ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category J ( ) 
Opt iona l  Category K ( ) 
O p t i o n a l C a t e g o r y L  ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category M ( ) 
Opt iona l  Category N ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category 0 ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category P ( ) 
O p t i o n a l C a t e g o r y Q  ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category R ( ) 
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Department t 
Option Package 
Scenario F i  l e  
Std F c t r s  Qle 

S t a r t i n g  Year 
F i n a l  Year 
R O I  Year 

I - i COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 112 
' ~ a t a  As Of 12:50 05/26/1995, Report Created 12:53 05/26/1995 

I 
: A i r  Force 
': MPLS-ST PAUL COMM 
: S:\COBRA\COMSISSN\MIN14301.CBR 
: S:\COBRA\FINAL.SFF 

: 1996 
: 1997 
: 1999 (2 Years) 

NPV i n  2015($K): -180,049 
1-Time Cost($K): 23,622 

Net Costs ( $ K )  Constant D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 
- - - - - - - -  

Mi lCon -711 1,226 
Person 0 -4,472 
Overhd 129 -397 
Movi ng 0 5,094 
Miss io  0 0 
Other 0 15,000 

TOTAL -581 16,451 -14,477 -14,477 -14,477 -14,477 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
O f f  0 0 0 0 0 0 
En 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ci v 0 216 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 216 0 0 0 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  0 0 0 0 0 0 
En 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Stu 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ci v 0 105 0 0 0 0 
TOT O .  105 0 0 0 0 

Tota 1 
- - - - - 
515 

-44,771 
-18,276 
5,094 
400 

15,000 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
-10.075 
-4,502 
0 

100 
0 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/2 
'Data As O f  12:50 05/26/1995, Report Created 12:53 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : MPLS-ST PAUL COMM 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\COMSISSN\MIN14301.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FINAL.SFF 

Costs (8K) Constant Dol lars  
1996 1997 Beyond Tota l  - - - -  - - - - 

Mi lCon 136 1,226 
Person 0 565 
Overhd 129 1,954 
Mov i ng 0 5,094 
Mi ss i  o 0 0 
Other 0 15,000 

TOTAL 265 23,839 588 588 588 588 

Savings (8K) Constant Dol lars  
1996 1997 Tota l  Beyond - - - - - - - -  

M i  lCon 847 0 
Person 0 5,037 
Overhd 0 2,351 
Moving 0 0 
Mi s s i  o 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 847 7,388 15.065 15,065 15,065 15,065 



,INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  12:50 05/26/1995, Report Created 12:53 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : MPLS-ST PAUL COW 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\COMSISSN\MIN14301.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing o f  Construction~Shutdown: No 

Base Name 
- - - - - - - - -  
DOBBINS, GA 
MPLS-ST PAUL, MN 
PETERSON, CO 

Strategy: 
- - - - - - - - -  
Realignment 
Closes i n  FY 1997 
Realignment 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: ... - - - - - - - - - -  
DOBBINS, GA 
MPLS-ST PAUL, MN 

To Base: 
- - - - - - - - 
MPLS-ST PAUL, MN 
PETERSON, CO 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from MPLS-ST PAUL, MN t o  DOBBINS, GA 

Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 
En l i s ted  Posit ions: 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 
Student Posit ions: 
Missn Eqpt ( tons):  
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 
Mi l i t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles: 
Heavy/Specia 1 Vehicles.: 

Transfers from MPLS-ST PAUL, MN t o  PETERSON, CO 

Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 
En l i s ted  Posit ions: 
C iv i  l i a n  Posit ions: 
Student Posit ions: 
Missn Eqpt (tons): 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons):  
Mi li tary  L igh t  Vehicles: 
HeavylSpecia 1 Vehicles: 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: DOBBINS. GA 

Tota l  O f f i ce r  Employees: 0 
Tota l  En l i s t e d  Employees: 0 
To ta l  Student Employees: 0 
To ta l  C i v i  l i a n  Employees: 543 
M i l  Famil ies L iv ing  On Base: 0.0% 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 6.0% 
Of f i ce r  Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  0 
En l i s ted  Housing Uni ts  Avai l: 0 
To ta l  Base Faci t i  ties(KSF) : 899 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 0 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 0 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 119 
Fre ight  Cost ($/Ton/Mi le ) :  0.07 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Communications (*/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  (*/Year): 
Fami& Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor:  
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 

Distance: 



' INPllT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 2 
Data As O f  12:50 05/26/1995, Report Created 12:53 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : MPLS-ST PAUL COMM 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\COMSISSN\MIN14301.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: MPLS-ST PAUL, MN 

To ta l  O f f i ce r  Employees: 
To ta l  En l i s ted  Employees: 
To ta l  Student Employees: 
To ta l  C i v i  l i a n  Employees: 
M i  1 Fami l i e s  L iv ing  On Base: 
C iv i  l i ans  Not W i  1 l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Un i ts  Ava i l :  
En l i s ted  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1: 
Tota l  Base Faci li ties(KSF): 
O f f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 
En l i s ted  VHA-.($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Fre ight  Cost ($/Ton/Mi le) : 

Name: PETERSON, CO 

Tota l  O f f i ce r  Employees: 
To ta l  En l i s ted  Employees: 
Tota l  Student Employees: 
Tota l  C i v i l i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Famil ies L iv ing  On Base: 
C iv i  l i ans  Not W i  l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Un i ts  Ava i l :  
En l i s ted  Housing Un i ts  Avai 1: 
To ta l  Base Faci li ties(KSF): 
O f f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Fre ight  Cost ($ITonlMi-le) : 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Family Housing (SKIYear): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is i t )  : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: DOBBINS. GA 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 

1-Time Unique Cost ($KO: 
1-Tiae Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 
1-Time Moving Save (SK): 
Env Non-Mi lCon Reqd($K) : 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost (SK): 
Act i v  Mission Save ($K): 
Misc Recurring Cost (SK) : 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (a) : 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (X): 
Mi lCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K) : 
Procurement Avoidnc($K) : 
C W U S  1 n - ~ a t i e n t s i ~ r l  
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Faci 1 ShutDovn(KSF): 

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

90% 0% 0% 0% 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 ' 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As O f  12:5b 05/26/1995, Report Created 12:53 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : MPLS-ST PAUL COMM 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\COMSISSN\MIN14301.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: MPLS-ST PAUL, MN 
1996 
- - - -  

1-Time Unique Cost (SK): 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost (8K): 
1-Time Moving Save (SK): 
Env Non-mi LCon Reqd($K): 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost (SK): 
Ac t i v  Mission Save (SK): 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK): 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (X): 
Mi lCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K) : 
Procurement Avoidnc(SK): 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ients lYr :  
CHAMPUS Out-PatientslYr:  
Faci 1 ShutOown(KSF) : 1. 

Name: PETERSON, CO 

1-Time Unique Cost (8K): 
I-Time Unique Save (8K): 
1-Time Moving Cost (8K): 
1-Time Moving Save (8K): 
Env Non-Mi [Con Reqd(8K) : 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost (SKI: 
Ac t i v  Mission Save (SK): 
Misc Recurring Cost ($K) : 
Misc Recurring Save(8K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (W) :  
Construct ion Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (X): 
Mi lCon Cost Avoidnc(W) : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ients IYr :  
CHAMPUS Out-PatientslYr:  
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF) : 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - -  

15,000 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 100 100 100 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

90% 0% 0% 0% 
100% 0% 0% 0% 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

90% 0% 0% 0% 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: MPLS-ST PAUL, MN 

O f f  Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 
Civ Force Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 
O f f  Scenario Change: 
En1 Scenario Change: 
Civ Scenario Change: 
O f f  Change(No Sal Save): 
En1 Change(No Sal Save): 
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 
Caretakers - M i l i t a r y :  
Caretakers - C i v i l i a n :  



INPGT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data As O f  12:50 05/26/1995, Report Created 12:53 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : MPLS-ST PAUL COW 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\COMSISSN\MIN14301.C8R 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: PETERSON, CO 

Descript ion Categ New Mi lCon Rehab M i  lCon Tota 1 Cost($K) 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
Add A l te r  OTHER 7,000 0 1,250 

OTHER 0 0 11 2 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent Of f i ce rs  Married: 76. 80% 
Percent En l i s ted  Married: 66.90% 
En l i s ted  Housing Mi lCon: 80.00% 
Of f i ce r  Salar.y($/Year): 78,668.00 
O f f  BAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 7,073.00 
En l i s ted  Salary($lYear): 36,148.00 
En1 BAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 5,162.00 
Avg Unemp loy Cost ($/Week) : 174.00 
Unemployment E l i g i b i  li ty(Weeks) : 18 
C i v i l i a n  Salary($/Year): 46,642.00 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Ear ly  Re t i re  Rate: 10.00% 
C i v i l i a n R e g u l a r R e t i r e R a t e :  5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% 
SF F i  l a  Desc: F i n a l  Factors 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA Bu i ld ing  SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs populat ion):  0.54 

( Ind ices are used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor:  10.00% 
Caretaker Admin(SF/Care): 162.00 
Mothba 1 1 Cost ($/SF) : 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF): 256.00 
Avg Family Quarters(SF): 1,320.00 
APPDET-RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Civ Ear ly  Re t i re  Pay Factor: 9.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement Service: 60.00% 
PPS Actions Involv ing PCS: 50.00% 
C i v i l i a n  PCS Costs ( 8 ) :  28,800.00 
C i v i l i a n  New H i re  Cost($): 0.00 
Nat Median Hone Price($): 114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reinburs($): 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Max Home Purch Reimburs($): 11.191 .OO 
C i v i l i a n  Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

Rehab vs. New MiLCon Cost: 
I n f o  Management Account: 
Mi lCon Design Rate: 
Mi lCon SIOH Rate: 
Mi lCon Contingency P tan Rate: 
M i  lCon S i t e  Preparation Rate: 
Discount Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 
I n f l a t i o n  Rate fo r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Material/Assigned Person(Lb): 710 
Hffi Per O f f  Family (Lb): 14,500.00 
HHG Per En1 Fami l y  (Lb): 9,000.00 
HHG Per Mi 1 Single (Lb): 6,400.00 
Hffi Per C i v i  l i a n  (Lb): 18,000.00 
Tota l  HHG Cost ($/100Lb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport ($/Pass Mi le) :  0.20 
Misc Exp ($/Direct Employ) : 700.00 

Equip Pack L Crate($/Ton): 284.00 
Mi 1 L ight  Vehicle($/Mi le) :  0.43 
Heavy/Spec Vehi c le($/Mi le)  : 1.40 
POV Reimbursement($/Mile): 0.18 
Avg Mi 1 Tour Length (Years): 4.10 
Routine PCS($/PerslTour): 6,437.00 
One-Time Of f  PCS Cost($): 9.142.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost($): 5,761 .OO 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 5 
Data AS Of 12:$0 05/26/1995, Report Created 12:53 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : MPLS-ST PAUL COMM 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\COMSISSN\MIN14301.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FINAL.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category - - - - - - - - 
Hor izonta l  
Waterfront 
A i r  Operations 
Operational 
Administrat ive 
Schoo 1 Bui l d i  ngs 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
Fami l y  Quarters 
Covered Storage 
Dining Faci l i t i e s  
Recreation ~ a ~ i  l i t i e s  
Communications F a c i l  
Shipyard Maintenance 
RDT 8 E Faci li t i e s  
POL Storage 
Ammunition Storage 
Medica 1 Faci li t i e s  
Environmental 

Category UM $/UM 
- - - - - - -  - - - - - 
other (SF) 
Optional Category B ( ) 
Optional Category C ( ) 
Optional Category D ( ) 
Optional Category E ( ) 
Optional Category F ( ) 
Optional Category G ( ) 
Opt ionalCategoryH ( ) 
Optional Category I ( ) 
Optional Category J ( ) 
Optional Category K ( ) 
Optional Category L ( ) 
Optional Category M ( ) 
Opt ionalCategoryN ( ) 
Optional Category 0 ( ) 
Optional Category P ( ) 
Opt ionalCategoryQ ( ) 
Optional Category R ( ) 



Doculnerlt Separator 



. COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA 16.08) - Page 112 
Data AS Of 14:53 05/26/1995, Report Created 14:53 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Youngstown Cam 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\COMSISSN\YOU14301.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FINAL.SFF 

S ta r t i ng  Year : 1996 
F i n a l  Year : 1997 
ROI Year : 1998 (1 Year) 

NPV i n  2015($K): -211,301 
1-Time Cost($K): 22,874 

Net Costs (8K) Constant 
1996 - - - -  

M i  lCon -11,453 
Person 0 
Overhd 128 
Moving 0 
Miss io  0 
Other 0 

TOTAL -11.324 13.397 -15,791 -15.791 -15,791 -15,791 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

O f f  0 0 0 0 0 0 
En 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ci v 0 275 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 275 0 0 0 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Of f  0 0 0 0 0 0 
En 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Stu 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i  v 0 105 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 105 0 0 0 0 

T o t a l  - - - - -  
-11.829 
-57,074 
-12,285 

5.099 
0 

15,000 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

-12,826 
-2.964 

0 
0 
0 



. - COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 212 
Data AS of 14:53 05/26/1995, Report Created 14:53 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Youngstown corn 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\COMSISSN\YOU14301.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FINAL.SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant Do l la rs  
1996 1997 - - - -  - - - -  

Mi lCon 136 1,226 
Per son 0 646 
Overhd 128 1,121 
Movl ng 0 5,099 
Mi t s i  o 0 0 
Other 0 15.000 

TOTAL 265 23.092 488 488 488 488 

Savings (SK) Constant Do l la rs  
1996 1997 - - - -  - - - -  

Mi lCon 11.589 1.602 
Person 0 6,413 
Ovarhd 0 1.679 
Moving 0 0 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 .  0 

TOTAL 11,589 9,694 16,278 16,278 16,278 16.278 

Tota l  - - - - -  
1,362 
646 

3.201 
5,099 

0 
15.000 

Tota l  - - - - -  
13,191 
57,719 
15.487 

0 
0 
0 

Beyond ----.- 
0 
0 

488 
0 
0 
0 

Beyond ----.- 
0 

12.826 
3,452 

0 
0 
0 



* INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  

Data As O f  14:53 05/26/1995, Report Created 14:53 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Youngstown Comm 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\COMSISSN\YOU~~~~~.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing o f  ConstructionlShutdown: No 

Base Name - - - - - - - - -  
DOBBINS, GA 
YOUNGSTOWN, OH 
PETERSON, CO 

Strategy: 

Rea lignment 
Closes i n  FY 1997 
Realignment 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: 
- - - - - - - - * -  

DOBBINS, GA 
YOUNGSTOWN. OH 

To Base: .------- 
YOUNGSTOWN. OH 
PETERSON, CO 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from YOUNGSTOWN, OH t o  DOBBINS, GA 

Of f i ce r  Positions: 
En l i s ted  Posit ions: 
C iv i  l i a n  Positions: 
Student Posit ions: 
Missn Eqpt (tons): 
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 
M i l i t a r y  L ight  Vehicles: 
HeavylSpecial Vehicles: 

Transfers from YOUNGSTOWN. OH t o  PETERSON, CO 

Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 
En l i s ted  Posit ions: 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 
Student Posit ions: 
Missn Eqpt (tons): 
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 
Mi L i ta ry  L ight  Vehicles: 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: DOBBINS, GA 

Tota l  Of f icer  Employees: 
Tota l  Enl is ted Employees: 
Tota l  Student Employees: 
Tota l  C iv i  l i a n  Employees: 
M i  1 Fami l i e s  L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i  l i ans  Not W i  1 l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
En l i s ted  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
To ta l  Base Faci li ties(KSF): 
O f f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Fre ight  Cost ($/TonlMi le) :  

Distance: --------. 
745 mi 

1,435 m i  

RPW Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Communications (8KIYear) : 
BOS Non-Payro 11 ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Fami l y  Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 



4 6 

~ N P U T  DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As O f  14:53 05/26/1995, Report Created 14:53 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Youngstown Comm 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\COMSISSN\YOU14301.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: YOUNGSTOWN, OH 

Tota l  O f f i ce r  Employees: 0 
Tota l  En l i s ted  Employees: 0 
Tota l  Student Employees: 0 
To ta l  C iv i  l i a n  Employees: 380 
Mi 1 Femi l i e s  L iv ing  On Base: 0.0% 
C iv i  l i ons  Not W i  l l i n g  To Move: 6.0% 
Of f i ce r  Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  0 
Enl is ted Housing Un i ts  Avai 1: 0 
Tota l  Base Faci li ties(KSF) : 434 
Of f icer  VHA ($/Month): 0 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 0 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 75 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 0.07 

Name: PETERSON, CO 

Tota l  O f f i ce r  Employees: 
Tota l  En l i s ted  Employees: 
Tota l  Student Employees: 
Tota l  C i v i l i a n  Employees: 
Mi 1 Fami l i e s  L iv ing  On Base: 
C iv i  l iens Not W i  l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
Enl is ted Housing Un i ts  Avai 1: 
Tota 1 Base Faci li ties(KSF) : 
Of f icer  VHA ($/Month): 
Enl is ted VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($KlYear): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  (SKIYear): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
C W U S  In-Pat ($ /Vis i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /Vis i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  ($KIYear): 
Fami l y  Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /Vis i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 

Name: DOBBINS. GA 
1996 

I-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-mi LCon Reqd($K): 
Act iv  Mission Cost (8K): 
Act iv  Mission Save ($K): 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (X): 
Mi lCon Cost Avoidnc($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ients lYr :  
CHAMPUS Out-PatientslYr:  
Foci 1 ShutDown(KSF) : 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

90% 0% 0% 0% 
OX OX ox OX 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 



* 'INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As O f  14:53 05/26/1995, Report Created 14:53 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Youngstown Corn 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\COMSISSN\YOU~~~O~.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: YOUNGSTOWN, OH 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - -  

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 0 15.000 0 0 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK): 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Misc Recurring Cost ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Construction Schedule(%): 10% 90% 0% 0% 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (%): 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 
Mi LCon Cost Avoidnc($K) : 11.589 1,602 0 0 0 
Faa Housing Avoidnc($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 
procurement Avoidnc($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ients IYr :  0 0 0 0 0 
C W U S  Out-PatientslYr:  0 0 0 0 0 
F a c i l  ShutDown(KSF): 434 Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

Name: PETERSON, CO 
1996 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 0 
I-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost (8K): 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 
Env Non-Mi (Con Reqd($K) : 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K): 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Save (a): 0 
Misc Recurring Cost ($K) : 0 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 0 
Land (+Buy/ -Sa les) (8K) : 0 
Construction Schedule(%): 10% 
Shutdown Schedu l e  (X) : 100% 
Mt Icon Cost Avoidnc($K): 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K) : 0 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ients IYr :  0 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 0 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF) : 0 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

90% 0% OX 0% 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: YOUNGSTOWN. OH 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - 

O f f  Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
Stu Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
Of f  Scenario Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 Scenario Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ Scenario Change: 0 -275 0 0 0 
O f f  Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 0 0 0 
Caretakers - M i l i t a r y :  0 0 0 0 0 
Caretakers - C i v i l i a n :  0 0 0 0 0 



. r INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data As O f  14:53 05/26/1995, Report Created 14:53 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Youngstown Comm 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA~COMSISSN\YOUI~~O~.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FINAC.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: PETERSON, CO 

Descript ion Cat eg New Mi [Con Rehab Mi lCon To ta l  Cost(&) - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  -----.------ -------------. 
Add Al ter  OTHER 7,000 0 1,250 

OTHER 0 0 112 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent Of f i ce rs  Married: 76.80% 
Percent En l i s ted  Married: 66.90% 
En l i s ted  Housing Mi lCon: 80.00% 
Of f i ce r  Salary(S1Year): 78,668.00 
Of f  BAQ w i th  Dependents($) : 7,073 .OO 
En l i s ted  SaLary($/Year): 36,148.00 
En1 BAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 5,162.00 
Avg Unemp loy Cost ($/Week) : 174.00 
Unemployment E l i g i b i  Lity(Weeks): 18 
C i v i l i a n  Salary($lYear): 46,642.00 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Ear ly  Re t i re  Rate: 10.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Regular Re t i re  Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% 
SF F i  l e  Desc: F i n a l  Factors 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA Build4ng SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs populat ion):  0.54 

(Indices are used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor: 10.00% 
Caretaker Achin(SF/Care): 162.00 
Wothba 11 Cost ($/SF) : 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF): 256.00 
Avg Family Quarters(SF): 1,320.00 
APPDET.RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Civ Ear ly  Re t i re  Pay Factor: 9.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement Service: 60.00% 
PPS Actions Involv ing PCS: 50.00% 
C i v i l i a n  PCS Costs ( 8 ) :  28.800.00 
C i v i  l i a n  New H i r e  Cost($): 0.00 
Nat Median Home Price($): 114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reinburs($): 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Max Home Purch Reimburs(8) : 11,191 .OO 
C i v i l i a n  Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

Rehab vs. New MiLCon Cost: 
I n f o  Management Account: 
MiLCon Design Rate: 
MilCon SIOH Rate: 
Mi [Con Contingency P Lan Rate: 
MilCon S i t e  Preparation Rate: 
Discount Rate fo r  NPV.RPTIRO1: 
I n f l a t i o n  Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

MateriallAssigned Person(Lb): 710 
HHG Per O f f  Fami Ly (Lb): 14.500.00 
HMO Per En1 Fami Ly (Lb): 9,000.00 
HHG Per M i l  Single (Lb): 6,400.00 
HHG Per C iv i  l i o n  (Lb): 18,000.00 
Tota l  HHG Cost ($/100Lb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport ($/Pass Mi le) :  0.20 
Misc Exp ($/Direct Employ): 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton): 284.00 
Mi 1 L igh t  Vehicle($lMi le) : 0.43 
HeavyISpec Vehic le($/Mi le )  : 1.40 
POV Reimbursement ($/Mi le) : 0.18 
Avg Mi 1 Tour Length (Years): 4.10 
Routine PCS($/Pers/Tour): 6.437.00 
One-Time O f f  PCS Cost($): 9.142.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost (8) : 5,761 .OO 



L ,INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 5 
Data As Of 14:53 05/26/1995, Report Created 14:53 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Youngstown Comm 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\CWSISSN\YOU14301.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FINAL.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category 
- - - - - - - -  
Horizontal 
Waterfront 
A i r  Operations 
Operational 
Administrat ive 
Schoo 1 Bui ld ings 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
Fa11 l y  Quarters 
Covered Storage 
Dining Faci l i t i e s  
Recreation F a c i l i t i e s  
Communications F a c i l  
Shipyard Maintenance 
ROT & E Faci li t i e s  
POL Storage 
Annunition Storage 
Medical Faci L i t i e s  
Envi ronmenta 1 

Category UM - - - - - - - -  - - 
other (SF) 
Optional Category B ( ) 
Optional Category C ( ) 
Optional Category 0 ( ) 
Optional Category E ( ) 
Optional Category F ( ) 
Optional Category G ( ) 
Optional Category H ( ) 
Optional Category I ( ) 
Optional Category J ( ) 
Optional Category K ( ) 
Optional Category L ( ) 
Optional Category M ( ) 
Optional Category N ( ) 
Optional Category 0 ( ) 
Optional Category P ( ) 
Optional Category Q ( ) 
Optional Category R ( ) 
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GTR Pl lT 
OBAN 30 

O'HARE 
OBAN 42 

GEN MITCHELL MINN-ST PAUL 
OBAN 46 OBAN 47 

NIAGARA FALLSYOUNGSTOwN WILLOW GROVE DOBBINS 
OBAN 48 OBAN 40 OBAN 38 OBAN 31 

TOT 55394 
CIV PAY 
NET 

TOT 55376 
CIV PAY 
.NET 

T 55378 2 CI PAY 
NET 
b '1 

TOT 55395 
CIV PAY 
NET ' 
b 

TOT 55396 
CIV PAY 
NET 

TOTAL 
CIV PAY 
.NET 

TOT 55356 
CIV PAY 
NET . 

* 

G W  TQTAL 10,937.9 13,169.0 
CIVPAY 5,963.2 8,340.4 
NET TOTAI: 4,974.7 4,828.6 

', 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT Cl3MMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DlXOY, CHAIRMAN 

Wendi Louise Steele 
Commissioner, Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 
14 107 Lake Scene Trail 
Houston, TX 77059 

COMMISSIONERS: 
A L  CORNELUt 
REBECCA CO.'C 
GEN J. B. DAVIIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROIBLES, JR., USA (RET) 

16,1995 WEND1 L0UIS:E STEELE 

Dear Ms. Steele: 

As a Commissioner, under 31 U.S.C. tj 1353, you may accept payments for travel, 
subsistence, and related expenses from a non-Federal source to attend certai~n meetings or 
functions. The Commission is required to submit a report to the Office of Gi~vemment Ethics by 
May 31,1995 of any such payments over $250.00. I am not aware that you have received any 
payments of this kind. However, if you have received such a payment, would you please provide 
me with the details so that we can prepare the necessary information for the 1-eport. 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

~enerd Counsel 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

W - ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

A1 Comella 
Commissioner, Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 
801 15th Street, #402 
Arlington, VA 22202 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 

May 16,1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Mr. Cornella: 

As a Commissioner, under 3 1 U. S.C. tj 13 53, you may accept payments for travel, 
subsistence, and related expenses fiom a non-Federal source to attend certain meetings or 
functions. The Commission is required to submit a report to the Oflice of Government Ethics by 
May 3 1, 1995 of any such payments over $250.00. I am not aware that you have received any 
payments of this kind. However, if you have received such a payment, would you please provide 
me with the details so that we can prepare the necessary information for the report. 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

~enerd Counsel 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

Major General Josue Robles, USA (ret.) 
Commissioner, Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 
15822 Mission Ridge 
San Antonio, TX 78232 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 6. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. U S N  (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET) 

16, 1995 WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear General Robles: 

As a Commissioner, under 3 1 U.S.C. tj 1353, you may accept payments for travel 
subsistence, and related expenses tiom a non-Federal source to attend certain meetings or 
bctions. The Commission is required to submit a report to the Office of Government Ethics by 
May 3 1,1995 of any such payments over $250.00. I am not aware that you have received any 
payments of this kind. However, if you have received such a payment, would you please provide 
me with the details so that we can prepare the necessary information for the report. 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

Sincerely, ,n ,< 

Mbdqwreedon 
General Counsel 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

' W  - ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELIA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 6. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 

May 16,1995 WENDI LOUISE STEELE 

Rear Admiral Benjamin Montoya, USN (ret.) 
Commissioner, Def- Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
2066 Rivers Edge Drive 
Rio Rancho, NM 87124 

Dear Admiral Montoya: 

As a Commissioner, under 3 1 U. S. C. 5 13 53, you may accept payments for travel, 
subsistence, and related expenses from a non-Federal source to attend certain meetings or 
hctions. The Commission is required to submit a report to the Ofiice of Government Ethics by 
May 31, 1995 of any such payments over $250.00. I am not aware that you have received any 
payments of this kind. However, if you have received such a payment, would you please provide 
me with the details so that we can prepare the necessary information for the report. 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

~ade lyn ,~eedon  
General Counsel 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
t700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELU 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
9. LEE KLlNG 

May 16,1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

S. Lee Kling 
Commissioner, Def- Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 
Grayling Farms 
575 1 Robertsville Road 
Villa Ridge, MO 63089 

Dear Mr. Kling: 

As a Commissioner, under 3 1 U.S.C. tj 1353, you may accept payments for travel, 
subsistence, and related expenses fiom a non-Federal source to attend certain meetings or 
functions. The Commission is required to submit a report to the CXEce of Government Ethics by 
May 3 1,1995 of any such payments over $250.00. I am not aware that you have received any 
payments of this kind. However, if you have received such a payment, would you please provide 
me with the details so that we can prepare the necessary information for the report. 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

General Counsel 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

Rebecca Cox 
Commissioner, Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 

191 2 Glen Drive 
Alexandria, VA 22307 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
9. LEE KLING 

16,1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Ms. Cox: 

As a Commissioner, under 3 1 U. S. C. tj  13 53, you may accept payments for travel, 
subsistence, and related expenses fiom a non-Federal source to attend certain meetings or 
functions. The Commission is required to submit a report to the Otfice of Government Ethics by 
May 3 1, 1995 of any such payments over $250.00. 1 am not aware that you have received any 
payments of this kind. However, if you have received such a payment, would you please provide 
me with the details so that we can prepare the necessary information for the report. 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

May 16,1995 

General James B. Davis, USAF (ret.) 
Commissioner, Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 
3600 Wlndber Blvd 
Palm Harbor, FL 34685 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS. USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear General Davis: 

As a Commissioner, under 3 1 U. S.C. 5 13 53, you may accept payments for travel, 
subsistence, and related expenses fiorn a non-Federal source to attend certain meetings or 
functions. The Commission is required to submit a report to the Office of Government Ethics by 
May 3 1,1995 of any such payments over $250.00. I am not aware that you have received any 
payments of this kind. However, if you have received such a payment, would you please provide 
me with the details so that we can prepare the necessary information for the report. 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

Sincerely, ,. 

Gene$ Counsel 
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KIRTLAND RETENTION TASK FORCE 

320 Gold Suite 200 
Albuquerque. NM 87 102 

(505) 766-6471 
Fax (505) 766-6474 

1 G May 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 

KIRTLAND 
Cilairmal j ' i ; r -~$i .~ ,?i  a ~ ' 2  t ij:& jRflitif,d- 

RETENTION Defense Base Realignment and Closure Commission w:w3 mmqqLc9i7 - 4 
TASK FORCE 1700 North Moore Street Suite 1425 
STEERING 
COMMITTEE: Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Bob Francis Dear Chairman Dixon: 
Leo Marquez 

Sherman McCorkle 
The Ijl-tland AFB Task Force Steering Committee is very appreciative of the 

kind consideration that we have received from the Commission. We now believe we 
Hanson Scott 111~ist ask your assistance. We request that you i i l s t ~ ~ ~ c t  the Air Force to provide their 

Charlie Thomas "best and final" realignment plax~s for Kirtland AFB by NLT 22 May, 1995. 

John Vuks~ch As you recall, our community demonstrated to the Commission on 20 April 
1995 that the Alr Force proposed realignment of Kirtlmd AFB failed to satisfy any of 

Task Force the criteria of military ulility. cost or economic reuse potent~al. Cost estimates 
Coordinator: 

submitted by the Air Force to the. Comnlission on 3 May confirmed the cost errors we 
Leo Marquez identified, and the cover letter horn Major General Blume alluded to the correctness 

of thc operatiolial issues that we raised. In sholt, the Air Force proposal for the 
realiglunent of Kirtland AFB, as submitted by the Secretary to the Conmission on 28 
February. i s  now globally recognized as untenable. 

Since the hearing, the .4ir Force has been struggling to develop a plm. any 
plan, for the realignment of Kirtland AFB that might plausibly have merit. For 
exanlples, the Air Force is cotlsidering BeaIe AFB and Hill AFB as potential receiver 
sites for the 58th Special Operations VITing; is consiclering keeping Field 
CommalcUDefense Nuclear Agency at Kirtlald AFB; is searching for any location, 
mission impacts notwithstanding, that does not require military construction costs for 
the AF Operational Test & E~taluatiou Center as well as the AF Safety Agency and 
the AF Inspection Agency, is no longer planniug to civtlilinize the guard force for the 
underground storage mission; is co~lsiderlng razing all the fanily cluarters; is 
consideriilg the formatiol~ of a central support orgLmization under the Phillips Lab 
command structure to support all Kirtland AFB organizations. including those from 
the Dep'vtment of E~lergy J and. is considering the retention of the comn~issary, base 
exchange and day-care center, but no medical. facility. to support a military population 
of between 625 and 1000 personnel The effort undenw~ay points to an entirely new 
proposal rather than a refinement to the existing one. 

Given the scope of the Air Force's c.un-ent search for some plausible realignment 



realignment plan, we believe that any new proposal for the realignment of JGrtland AFB should 
be provided to the community as soon as possible. We are concerned that the Air  Force yill  
submit a last minute propdsal for the realignment o f  KirtIand AFB that will simultaneo~sly 
render the analysis we presented on 20 April irrelevant, and,inhibit a comprehensive q~mmunity 
review of the new proposal prior to your find hearing on 22 June. We are positive that no 
alternative proposed by the Air Force can match the cost and operational advantages inherent in 
remaining at Kirtland, however,.we respect the advantage in resources that the ~ e ~ a r & e n t  of. - . . 
Defense has over any comn~unity orgallimtion, to which we cannot afford the added advantage 
of t h e .  If you slrongly support our request that the Air Force submit their realignment plan, 
with all supporting docun~entation, by 22 May I. 995, our community will have adequate time to 

. . .  
provide the ~ o i n u ~ ~ s i d n  our independent assessmknt. .'. ' 

The Air Force had over a year to conduct a responsible analysis of their infrastructure 
needs. The GAO recommended that the Commission closely examine expected cost savings and 
operational impacts associated with the Kirtland M B  realignment as proposed. The analysis we 
presented to you on 20 April indicated there were negative savings and severe operational 
degradations, an assessment with which the Air Force now agrees. There is little reason to 
believe that some eleventh hour analysis of Kirtland AFB will yield a realignment scenario that 
satisfies the Secretary's criteria, yet the Air Force is attempting just that. We believe that 
Kirtland AFB has become a point-of-honor to the Air Force and that they will strive mightily to 
save a few dollars no matter what it costs in operational, mission effectiveness or in hardships 
imposed on the uniformed personnel who will remain. 

We appreciate the enormity of your task in these final days of the base closure process, 
and our desire is to be helpful to you in any manner possible. We believe -land AFB has a 
role in the continuing defense of our nation, and we are prepared to convince you. However, we 
must have the necessary time to review any new Air Force proposal before we can be of service. 
We request your assistance in hastening the Air Force's revised proposal. 

Respectfully, 

&M 
Bob Francis 

Jolm V, sich 7/ 



F A N T A S T I C  BASE! 

KIRTLAND RETENTION TASK FORCE 

320 Gold Suite 200 
Albuquerque, NM 87 102 

(505) 766-647 1 
Fax (505) 766-6474 

16 May 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 

KIRTLAND Chairman 
RETENTION Defense Base Realignment and Closure Commission WW 
TASK 1700 North Moore Street Suite 1425 
STEERING 
COMMITTEE: Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Bob Francis Dear Chairman Dixon: 
Leo Marquez 

Sherman McCorkle 
The Kirtland AFB Task Force Steering Committee is very appreciative of the 

kind consideration that we have received from the Commission. We now believe we 
Hanson S C O ~  must ask your assistance. We request that you instruct the Air Force to provide their 
Charlie Thomas "best and-final" realignment for Kirtland AFB by NLT 22 May, 1995. 

John Vuksich As you recall, our community demonstrated to the Commission on 20 April 
1995 that the Air Force proposed realignment of Kirtland AFB failed to satisfy any of 

Task Force the criteria of military utility, cost or economic reuse potential. Cost estimates 
Coordinator: 

submitted by the Air Force to the Commission on 3 May confirmed most of the cost 
Leo Marquez errors we identified, and the cover letter from Major General Blume alluded to the 

correctness of the operational issues that we raised. In short, the Air Force proposal 
for the realignment of Kirtland AFB, as submitted by the Secretary to the 
Commission on 28 February, is now globally recognized as untenable. 

Since the hearing, the Air Force has been struggling to develop a plan, any 
plan, for the realignment of Kirtland AFB that might plausibly have merit. For 
examples, the Air Force: is considering Beale AFB and Hill AFB as potential receiver 
sites for the 58th Special Operations Wing; is considering keeping Field 
CommandIDefense Nuclear Agency at Kirtland AFB; is searching for any location, 
mission impacts notwithstanding, that does not require military construction costs for 
the AF Operational Test & Evaluation Center as well as the AF Safety Agency and 
the AF Inspection Agency; is no longer planning to civilianize the guard force for the 
underground munitions storage mission; is considering razing all the family quarters; 
is considering the formation of a central support organization under the Phillips Lab 
command structure to support all Kirtland AFB organizations, including those from 
the Department of Energy; and, is considering the retention of the commissary, base 
exchange and day-care center, but no medical facility, to support a military population 
of between 625 and 1000 personnel. The effort underway points to an entirely new 
proposal rather than a refinement to the existing one. 

Given the scope of the Air Force's current search for some plausible realignment 



plan, we believe that any new proposal for the realignment of Kirtland AFB should be provided 
to the community as soon as possible. We are concerned that the Air Force will submit a last 
minute proposal for the realignment of Kirtland AFB that will simultaneously render much of the 
analysis we presented on 20 April irrelevant, and inhibit a comprehensive community review of 
the new proposal prior to your final hearing on 22 June. We are positive that no alternative 
proposed by the Air Force can match the cost and operational advantages inherent in remaining 
at Kirtland, however, we respect the advantage in resources that the Department of the Air Force 
has over any community organization, to which we cannot afford to cede the added advantage of 
time. If you strongly support our request that the Air Force submit their realignment plan, with 
all supporting documentation, by 22 May 1995, our community will have adequate time to 
provide the Commission our independent assessment. 

The Air Force had over a year to conduct a responsible analysis of their infrastructure 
needs. The GAO recommended that the Commission closely examine expected cost savings and 
operational impacts associated with the Kirtland AFB realignment as proposed. The analysis we 
presented to you on 20 April indicated there were negative savings and severe operational 
degradations, an assessment with which the Air Force now agrees. There is little reason to 
believe that some eleventh hour analysis of Kirtland AFB will yield a realignment scenario that 
satisfies the Secretary's criteria, yet the Air Force is attempting just that. We believe that 
Kirtland AFB has become a point-of-honor to the Air Force and that they will strive mightily to 
claim some cost savings no matter what it costs in operational mission effectiveness or in 
hardships imposed on the large contingent of uniformed personnel who will remain. 

We appreciate the enormity of your task in these final days of the base closure process, 
and our desire is to be helpful to you in any manner possible. We believe Kirtland AFB has a 
role in the continuing defense of our nation, and we are prepared to convince you. However, we 
must have the necessary time to review any new Air Force proposal before we can be of service. 
We request your assistance in hastening the Air Force's revised proposal. 

Respectfully, n 
Bob Francis bLwc% Leo Marquez 7 

1 

herman M Cork -- 

/, John Vuksich 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

~SDS/F W 
COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
G E N  J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)  
S. L E E  KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, U S N  (RET)  
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR. ,  USA (RET)  

May 19, 1995 WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. John Vuksich 
Kirtland Retention Task Force 
320 Gold Suite 200 
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87 102 

Dear Mr. Vukisch: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your interest in accessing any fbture Air 
Force information on the realignment of Kirtland Air Force Base. This Commission is 
committed to a fair and open process. I can assure you that any new information 
generated by any source which could potentially affect the base closure and realignment 
process is made available to the public as soon as it is received by the Commission. The 
Commission has kept in close contact with the Air Force on this issue and urged Air Force 
officials to provide the results of their review to the Commission as soon as possible. In 
addition, any new material provided to us by the Air Force will be placed in the 
Commission library as soon as it is received. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information 
used by the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the 
information you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and 
analysis of the Secretary of Defense's recommendations regarding Kirtland Air Force 
Base. 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 . . 

A R L I N G T O N ,  VA 22209 ,,. . 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)  
S. L E E  KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN ( R E T )  
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)  

May 19, 1995 WENDI LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Charlie Thomas 
Kirtland Retention Task Force 
320 Gold Suite 200 
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87 1 02 

Dear Mr. Thomas: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your interest in accessing any future Air 
Force information on the realignment of Kirtland Air Force Base. This Commission is 
committed to a fair and open process. I can assure you that any new information 
generated by any source which could potentially affect the base closure and realignment 
process is made available to the public as soon as it is received by the Commission. The 
Commission has kept in close contact with the Air Force on this issue and urged Air Force 
officials to provide the results of their review to the Commission as soon as possible. In 
addition, any new material provided to us by the Air Force will be placed in the 
Commission library as soon as it is received. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information 
used by the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the 
information you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and 
analysis of the Secretary of Defense's recommendations regarding Kirtland Air Force 
Base. 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

1 ^ C  1700 N O R T H  M O O R E  STREET SUITE  1425 Fio?:ry Dz;:I:. .. L . .. 
ARLINGTON,  VA 22209 -. --p..-. 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

May 19, 

Mr. Hanson Scott 
Kirtland Retention Task Force 
320 Gold Suite 200 
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87 102 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)  

1995 WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Mr. Scott: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your interest in accessing any future Air 
Force information on the realignment of Kirtland Air Force Base. This Commission is 
committed to a fair and open process. I can assure you that any new information 
generated by any source which could potentially affect the base closure and realignment 
process is made available to the public as soon as it is received by the Commission. The 
Commission has kept in close contact with the Air Force on this issue and urged Air Force 
officials to provide the results of their review to the Commission as soon as possible. In 
addition, any new material provided to us by the Air Force will be placed in the 
Commission library as soon as it is received. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information 
used by the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the 
information you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and 
analysis of the Secretary of Defense's recommendations regarding Kirtland Air Force 
Base. 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 



- THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 Fk;\;" f -  ' - 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 \+,'I,--- I .  rsd - , - a *  ~ . qma? - 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS. USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 

May 19, 1995 WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Sherman McCorkle 
Kirtland Retention Task Force 
320 Gold Suite 200 
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87 102 

Dear Mr. McCorkle: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your interest in accessing any fkture Air 
Force information on the realignment of Kirtland Air Force Base. This Commission is 
committed to a fair and open process. I can assure you that any new information 
generated by any source which could potentially affect the base closure and realignment 
process is made available to the public as soon as it is received by the Commission. The 
Commission has kept in close contact with the Air Force on this issue and urged Air Force 
officials to provide the results of their review to the Commission as soon as possible. In 
addition, any new material provided to us by the Air Force will be placed in the 
Commission library as soon as it is received. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information 
used by the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the 
information you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and 
analysis of the Secretary of Defense's recommendations regarding Kirtland Air Force 
Base. 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
. . 

1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 F&~s:; T;,':'" :T . : -.- . ; - i r  

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 .q4bpi b I f . . . ~  ;;r;:::; u ; g  T ~ I  .tYP 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

May 19, 1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)  
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)  
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUlSE STEELE 

Mr. Bob Francis 
Kirtland Retention Task Force 
320 Gold Suite 200 
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87 102 

Dear Mr. Francis: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your interest in accessing any future Air 
Force information on the realignment of Kirtland Air Force Base. This Commission is 
committed to a fair and open process. I can assure you that any new information 
generated by any source which could potentially affect the base closure and realignment 
process is made available to the public as soon as it is received by the Commission. The 
Commission has kept in close contact with the Air Force on this issue and urged Air Force 
officials to provide the results of their review to the Commission as soon as possible. In 
addition, any new material provided to us by the Air Force will be placed in the 
Commission library as soon as it is received. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information 
used by the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the 
information you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and 
analysis of the Secretary of Defense's recommendations regarding Kirtland Air Force 
Base. 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 . 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
q ~ i ~ l ?  r W  

ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

May 19, 1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Leo Marquez 
Coordinator, Kirtland Retention Task Force 
320 Gold Suite 200 
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87 102 

Dear Mr. Marquez: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your interest in accessing any future Air 
Force information on the realignment of Kirtland Air Force Base. This Commission is 
committed to a fair and open process. I can assure you that any new information 
generated by any source which could potentially affect the base closure and realignment 
process is made available to the public as soon as it is received by the Commission. The 
Commission has kept in close contact with the Air Force on this issue and urged Air Force 
officials to provide the results of their review to the Commission as soon as possible. In 
addition, any new material provided to us by the Air Force will be placed in the 
Commission library as soon as it is received. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information 
used by the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the 
information you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and 
analysis of the Secretary of Defense's recommendations regarding Kirtland Air Force 
Base. 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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City ContzoLLz 

dunici/zaL' BuiCdin9 

Sczanton, p.uznsy[uaniii rS503 

(777) 348-4715 

May 12, 1995 

Mr. David S. Lyles 
BRAC 
1700 N. Moore St. 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA. 22209 

Dear Mr. Lyles: 

I am writing this letter to strongly protest the pending closure of 
Tobyhanna Army Depot and to urge the BRAC Commission to study the 
devasting affect this will have on, not only our community, but all 
of Northeastern Pennsylvania. 

With Tobyhanna Army Depot being the largest employer in 
Northeastern Pennsylvania, its closing could cost our economic 
lives. The impact would be far reaching and spread economic 
hardship throughout our area. 

This area of our State has been struggling with and fighting for 
economic growth for many years. Now, after slowly and steadily 
moving our struggle forward into a range that is, at least, 
economically comparable with the rest of our country, the threat of 
the rug being pulled out from under us again, could spell financial 
disaster. 

I implore the BRAC Commission to keep the Tobyhanna Army Depot open 
and active. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Respectfully yours, 

City Controller 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 kt ,--5.j ;. - - ; - . 

o ., J 1 $cis;+2<d 
ARLINGTON, VA 22209 . . t X & 0 y 7 ~ 5 & /  

703-696-0504 
-- .--.- 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

May 18, 1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Roseann Novembrino 
City Controller 
Municipal Building 
Scranton, Pennsylvania 1 8503 

Dear Ms. Novembrino: 

Thank you for your recent letter in support of Tobyhanna Army Depot, Pennsylvania. I 
certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
comments. 

I can assure you that the information you have provided will be considered by the 
Commission in our review and analysis of Tobyhanna Army Depot. In addition, the Commission 
will hold a pubhc regional hearing in Boston on June 3, 1995 to hear testimony from communities 
that would be affected by potential base closures and realignments. The State of Pennsylvania has 
been allotted 105 minutes during this hearing to offer testimony of its military installations. Prior 
to the hearing, Commission members will visit Tobyhanna Army Depot to evaluate the operations 
firsthand. 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be of service. 

David S. Lyles 
Staff Director 



EXE~UTTVE CORRESPONDENCE T R ~ ~ G  ECTS) # cjSC_?!"; 17-6 

OFFICE OF THE ~~Y COb[h.aSSION ME3fBERS 



THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20590 

May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission 

1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

The Coast Guard has a significant interest in the 1995 Base 
Closure and Realignment process. We are reviewing the list of 
closures and realignments provided by the Secretary of Defense 
and are assessing the impacts to our operations. We intend to 
provide comments directly to your staff, as well as through 
public hearings. 

Initial review of the list provided by the Secretary of Defense 
indicates the potential closure of Naval Air Facility Adak. This 
causes great concern as Adak is important for Coast Guard cutter 
and aircraft operations in this primary operating area. The loss 
of Adak will cause the Coast Guard to obtain support at a greater 
distance from this operating area., increasing costs and time away 
from critical missions. I have enclosed a synopsis of the Coast 
Guard's use of Adak and other Department of Defense facilities in 
the Northern Pacific. 

In this time of reinventing government, it is essential that we 
continue to meet our customers' needs. To that end, I ask that 
you consider the Coast Guard in your recommendations to the 
President. Should you have questions, please contact me or 
Steven Palmer, Assistant Secretary for Governmental Affairs, at 
(202) 366-4573. 

Sincerely, 

Federico Pefia 

Enclosure 



SYNOPSIS OF COAST GUARD USE OF 
DOD NORTHERN PACIFIC FACILITIES 

PROBLEM: The U.S. fishing trade in the Northern Pacific exceeds 
$1.2 billion annually; its impact on the U.S. economy approaches 
$20 billion. The Coast Guard presence there provides for the 
enforcement of maritime laws and treaties that protect and 
support U.S. fishing industries and the environment. In 
addition, the Coast Guard provides critical search and rescue, 
medical evacuation, navigational, and communications support. In 
turn the Coast Guard relies on numerous Department of Defense 
facilities for logistics and forward operating bases. Closure of 
these facilities in these vital remote areas would have a 
tremendous adverse impact to the Coast Guard's ability to provide 
these services. It is crucial for the industry and the 
environment that these services continue in the Northern Pacific. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE FACILITIES: Adak, Shemya, and Midway all 
serve as vital forward operating support bases for Coast Guard 
law enforcement, aids to navigation and search and rescue 
missions; these bases may close within the next five years. 

COAST GUARD IMPACTS: Affected programs and units include: 
Search and Rescue, Law Enforcement and Aids-to-Navigation 
programs and LORAN Station Attu, Air Station Kodiak, Adak LORAN 
Monitor, and Communications Station Kodiak units. 

Our cutters and particularly aircraft rely on these facilities to 
accomplish Coast Guard missions. If all are closed, we expect 
the following: 

+ Search and Rescue: Forced to stage long range search and 
rescue in the western portion of our area of responsibility from 
Cold Bay, Dutch Harbor, or St. Paul. Each of these is nearly 
1,000 miles further to the east of Shemya. This would 
substantially decrease aircraft on-scene time for search and 
rescue and will result in increased loss-of-life cases, crew 
fatigue, and safety violations. Closed medical facilities will 
delay initial medical treatment of medical evacuation patients a 
minimum of 3.5 hours. Likewise, cutters will expect to spend 
extra days in transit for medical evacuation cases. 

+ Law Enforcement: Similarly, forced to stage from airports to 
the east, law enforcement aircraft will drastically reduce on- 
scene periods for law enforcement. We will be unable to fly 80% 
of the High Seas Drift Net area resulting in major U.S. economic 
impact due to lack of enforcement. Attempts to maintain current 
levels of service will result in increased crew fatigue, loss of 
profitable patrol hours, and perhaps a greater dependancy on out- 
of-district recovery areas such as Japan, Guam, and Hawaii. 
Tension between the United States and Japan over the issue of 
fishing practices is likely to increase if we rely more heavily 
on them to stage our enforcement of the High Seas Drift Net area 
and other regulations on Japanese fishing vessels. Cutters will 



lose numerous days in transit for each patrol for fueling 
purposes. 

6 COMMUNICATIONS: Loss of communications services provided will 
have a severe impact on unit effectiveness and morale of LORAN 
Station Attu. The cost to overcome this loss will include 
acquiring a satellite earth station for installation on Attu. 
Also the high frequency communications repeater at Adak will 
require a costly replacement. 

+ AIDS-TO-NAVIGATION: Loss of airstrip at Shemya will force 
uncompleted logistics missions to Attu due to weather and will 
severely disrupt delivery of food/mail to Attu. Loss of LORAN 
monitoring station at Adak will force a very expensive relocation 
of the site. 

EXISTING DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE SUPPORT: 
- Use of runway facilities for search and rescue, emergency 

landings and navigational support - Medical services at clinics (includes medical evacuations 
which means delayed initial medical treatment of patients) 
- Use of fueling pier for cutters 
- Commissary and servemart assistance during High Seas Drift Net 

patrols 
- Flight crew messing and berthing 
- LORAN C monitoring site 
- High frequency transmitter/receiver and medium frequency 

transmitter remotely operated from Kodiak. 
- Refueling, alternative landing site, emergency airfield and 

navigational support - Minor and emergent runway repairs - LORSTA Attu landline communications-telephones 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700  NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209  

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

June 5, 1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, U S N  (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Federico Pena 
Secretary of Transportation 
Washkgton, DC 20590 

Dear Secretary Pena: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning the Coast Guard's concern with the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation to close Naval Air Facility (NAF), Adak, Alaska. I 
appreciate your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that my fellow Commissioners and Commission staff will carehlly 
consider the information you have provided. I can assure you that the Commission is working 
closely with the Department of Defense on the NAF Adak recommendation and plans to meet 
with Department of Transportation and Coast Guard officials to firther review this issue. 

Again, thank you for contacting the Commission and bringing this matter to our attention. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me if I can be of firther assistance. 

Sincerely, 
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COMMISSIONERS OF WAYNE COUNTY 

ANTHONY V. HERZOG. CHAIRMAN 
TEXAS TOWNSHIP, PA 

DONALD E. CHAPMAN 
LAKE TOWNSHIP, PA 

ROBERT V. CARMODY 
TEXAS TOWNSHIP, PA 

REG WAYMAN 
CHIEF CLERK 

LEE C. KRAUSE 
soLlcrroR 

COURT HOUSE ANNEX 
925 COURT STREET 

HONESDALE, PA 18431-1996 
71 7-253-5970 EXT. 173 

FAX 71 7-253-5432 
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May 12, 1995 
a.9- 17 -7 - 

Mr. Alan Dixon, Chairman 
The Defense Base Closure & 
Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St., Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

Enclosed please find a copy of a Resolution approved by the Wayne County 
Board of Commissioners on February 14, 1995. The County Commissioners, during 
their regular meeting on May 11, 1995, reaffirmed their support for the 
Tobyhanna Amy Depot, recognizing the critical role of the Depot in our 
military system and its positive influence on local counties across North- 
eastern Pennsylvania. 

Your support and the support of the Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission for the continuance of the Tobyhanna Army Depot is critical for the 
Depot's survival and also the future of the residents and business communities 
throughout the Northeast section of Pennsylvania. 

Thank you for your time and anticipated support. 

RW/l j 
Enc . 



COMMISSIONERS OF WAYNE COUNTY 

ANTHONY V. HERZOG. CHAIRMAN 
TEXAS TOWNSHIP. PA 

DONALD E. CHAPMAN 
LAKE TOWNSHIP. PA 

ROBERT V. CARMODY 
TEXAS TOWNSHIP, PA 

COURT HOUSE ANNEX 
925 COURT STREET 

HONESDALE. PA 18431-1996 
71 7-2585970 EXT. 173 
FAX 71 7-253-5432 

REG WAYMAN 
CHIEF CLERK 

LEE C. KRAUSE 
SoucrroR 

RESOLUTION 

IN SUPPORT OF THE RETENTION OF TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT AS A KEY 
EMPLOYER AND ECONOMIC GENERATOR IN EASTERN PENNSYLVANIA 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot has a tradition of excellence in our military 
- system, and 

WHEREAS, the Depot has been an integral part of our regional economy since 
1953, and 

WHEREAS, Tobyhanna Army Depot has fulfilled its mission over the years and 
always maintained a representation as a "good neighbor" in our 
community, and 

WHEREAS, the Depot has supported and initiated many worthwhile community 
projects in our region, and 

WHEREAS, the Wayne County Board of Commissioners recognizes the critical 
role of Tobyhanna Army Depot in our military system and its positive 
influence on local counties across Northeastern Pennsylvania. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that 

1. The Wayne County Board of Commissioners unanimously supports 
Tobyhanna Army Depot t o  continue its important mission i n  our  
military system. 

2 .  The Wayne County Commissioners urge that all local governments, 
private sector organizations and not-for-profit organizations 
in Wayne County adopt resolutions of support for the retention 
of Tobyhanna Army Depot. 

WAYNE COUNTY COMMISSIONERS //+ J/L', 
Anthony V. Herzog, hairman 

Dated this 14th day of February, 1995. . %  u 



- THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 142s F----.- . ----a . , : -i 1:;:- wmber 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 y,b-n -:--, 5&ii /?  *?541 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 

June 5, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. U S N  (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA (RET)  
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Reg Wayman 
Chief Clerk 
Court House Annex 
925 Court Street 
Honesdale, Pennsylvania 
18431-1996 

Dear Mr. Wayman: 

Thank you for providing the Commission with a copy of a resolution approved on 
February 14,1995 by the Wayne County Board of Commissioners in support of Tobyhanna 
Army Depot, Pennsylvania. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and 
realignment process and welcome your comments. 

I can assure you that the Commission is committed to evaluating military bases in a fair 
and objective manner. As you may know, the Commission recently received public testimony on 
behalf of the Tobyhanna Army Depot during a public regional hearing in Boston, Massachusetts, 
on June 3, 1995. In addition, the Commission visited Tobyhanna Army Depot on June 1, 1995 
to examine, firsthand, the operations conducted at the base. The information gained during these 
events, in addition to all other sources of data pertaining to Tobyhanna Army Depot, will be 
carefully scrutinized by the Commissioners and staff before a decision is rendered affecting the 
facility. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional information to bring to the 
attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 ; ~hri&f  

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 - d :*rn3/ 
703-696-0501 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 

June 5, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA f RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Robert V. Carmody 
County Commissioner 
Court House Annex 
925 Court Street 
Honesdale, Pennsylvania 
1843 1- 1996 

Dear Commissioner Carmody: 

Thank you for providing the Commission with a copy of a resolution approved on 
February 14,1995 by the Wayne County Board of Commissioners in support of Tobyhanna 
Army Depot, Pennsylvania. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and 
realignment process and welcome your comments. 

I can assure you that the Commission is committed to evaluating military bases in a fair 
and objective manner. As you may know, the Commission recently received public testimony on 
behalf of the Tobyhanna Army Depot during a public regional hearing in Boston, Massachusetts, 
on June 3, 1 995. In addition, the Commission visited Tobyhanna Army Depot on June 1, 1995 
to examine, firsthand, the operations conducted at the base. The information gained during these 
events, in addition to all other sources of data pertaining to Tobyhanna Army Depot, will be 
carellly scrutinized by the Commissioners and staff before a decision is rendered affecting the 
facility. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional information to bring to the 
attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 



" . THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 -. ^ _ .  . - .  

k ARLINGTON, VA 22209 B . -  
703-696-0504 .. ---.-; - 

C,  - '  - - - 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

June 5, 1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS. USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Donald E. Chapman 
County Commissioner 
Court House Annex 
925 Court Street 
Honesdale, Pennsylvania 
18431-1996 

Dear Commissioner Chapman: 

Thank you for providing the Commission with a copy of a resolution approved on 
February 14, 1995 by the Wayne County Board of Commissioners in support of Tobyhanna 
Anny Depot, Pennsylvania. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and 
realignment process and welcome your comments. 

I can assure you that the Commission is committed to evaluating military bases in a fair 
and objective manner. As you may know, the Commission recently received public testimony on 
behalf of the Tobyhanna Army Depot during a public regional hearing in Boston, Massachusetts, 
on June 3, 1995. In addition, the Commission visited Tobyhanna Army Depot on June 1, 1995 
to examine, fusthand, the operations conducted at the base. The information gained during these 
events, in addition to all other sources of data pertaining to Tobyhanna Army Depot, will be 
carefully scrutinized by the Commissioners and staff before a decision is rendered affecting the 
facility. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional information to bring to the 
attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 



THE D E F E N S E  BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 ; 

r( ,r .5 !h3 GwirhC ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 

June 5,1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)  
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)  
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Anthony Herzog 
County Commissioner 
Court House Annex 
925 Court Street 
Honesdale, Pennsylvania 
18431-1996 

Dear Commissioner Herzog: 

Thank you for providing the Commission with a copy of a resolution approved on 
February 14, 1995 by the Wayne County Board of Commissioners in support of Tobyhanna 
Anny Depot, Pennsylvania. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and 
realignment process and welcome your comments. 

I can assure you that the Commission is committed to evaluating military bases in a fair 
and objective manner. As you may know, the Commission recently received public testimony on 
behalf of the Tobyhanna Army Depot during a public regional hearing in Boston, Massachusetts, 
on June 3, 1995. In addition, the Commission visited Tobyhanna Army Depot on June 1, 1995 
to examine, firsthand, the operations conducted at the base. The information gained dunhg these 
events, in addition to all other sources of data pertamhg to Tobyhanna Army Depot, will be 
carefully scrutinized by the Commissioners and staff before a decision is rendered af3ecting the 
facility. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional information to bring to the 
attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 
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United States 

Office of Western Management Development Center 
Cherry Creek Place 111 

Personnel Management 3151 SO Vaughn Way. Suite 300 
Aurora, CO 80014-3513 

Human Resources Development Group 
In Rrplv Refcr 7 n Lour Referenre 

May 10, 1995 

Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 

1700 N. Moore St. Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Gentlemen and Gentlewomen: 

This letter concerns the BRAC Commission's decision to recommend 
for closure the Red River Army Depot in Texarkana, Texas. 

The organization I serve, the U.S. Office of Personnel Management's 
Management Development Center, has for over 30 years conducted 
training for many thousands of federal managers from around the 
nation and world. To encourage the use of modern management 
technique and the best possible management methods, the Center has 
frequently invited representatives from Red River Army Depot to 
speak to our participants about the remarkable strides the Depot 
has made in improving productivity and customer service. Although 
you are no doubt aware of the Depot's successes and awards, you may 
not may not have considered the extent to which the Depot has 
served as a model of excellence for other government agencies, 
domestic as well as defense, 

Red River Army Depot demonstrates not only to other public sector 
organizations, however, but to American citizens in general that a 
federal facility and federal employees can attain world class 
standards of service, efficiency, and effectiveness. Although 
other federal organizations have recorded many improvements of 
note, few have matched the resounding achievements of Red River. 
I respectfully encourage the members of the BRAC, therefore, to 
assess Red River Army Depot's value not only in terms of its 
maintenance and ammunition storage missions, but also in terms of 
its service as an exemplar of management excellence and innovation. 

Sincerely, 

David P. Allen 
Program Manager 
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United States 

Office of Western Management Development Center 
Cherry Creek Place 111 

Personnel Management 3151 SO. Vaughn Way, Suite 300 
Aurora, CO 80014-3513 

Human Resources Development Group 
In Reply Refer To: Your Reference: 

May 10, 1995 

Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 

1700 N. Moore St. Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Gentlemen and Gentlewomen: 

This letter concerns the BRAC Commission's decision to recommend 
for closure the Red River Army Depot in Texarkana, Texas, 

The organization I serve, the U.S. Office of Personnel Management's 
Management Development Center, has for over 30 years conducted 
training for many thousands of federal managers from around the 
nation and world. To encourage the use of modern management 
technique and the best possible management methods, the Center has 
frequently invited representatives from Red River Army Depot to 
speak to our participants about the remarkable strides the Depot 
has made in improving productivity and customer service, Although 
you are no doubt aware of the Depot's successes and awards, you may 
not may not have considered the extent to which the Depot has 
served as a model of excellence for other government agencies, 
domestic as well as defense. 

Red River Army Depot demonstrates not only to other public sector 
organizations, however, but to American citizens in general that a 
federal facility and federal employees can attain world class 
standards of service, efficiency, and effectiveness. Although 
other federal organizations have recorded many improvements of 
note, few have matched the resounding achievements of Red River. 
I respectfully encourage the members of the BRAC, therefore, to 
assess Red River Army Depot's value not only in terms of its 
maintenance and ammunition storage missions, but also in terms of 
its service as an exemplar of management excellence and innovation. 

Sincerely, 

David P. Allen 
Program Manager 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

r - . ... , .. .,. 
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May 18, 1995 

Mr. David P. Men 
Program Manager 
Office of Personnel Management 
Western Management Development Center 
Cherry Creek Place 111 
3 15 1 South Vaughn Way, Suite 300 
Aurora, Colorado 800 14-35 13 

Dear Mr. Allen: 

Thank you for your recent letter in support of Red River Army Depot, Texarkana, Texas. 
I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
comments. - 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of Red River 
Army Depot. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have further information to bring to the 
attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 
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Council of the City of Scranton 
- - - -  -- - - - - - - - 

340 No. Washington Avenue Scrsnton, Pennsylvania 18503 Telephone (717) 348-4113 FAX (717) 348-4207 - -- -̂-p--.̂_I - 
Frank J. Naughton 

City Clerk 
Eugene F. Hickey, Esq. 

Counsel 

David S.  L y l e s ,  BRAC 
1700 North Moore S t r e e t  
S u i t e  1425  
A r l i n g t o n ,  V i r g i n i a  22209 

Eugene P. Barrett, President 
Daniel J. Noone, Vice President 

Alex J. Hazzouri 
Nancy Kay Holmes 

John J. Pocius 

May 1 1 ,  1995 

Dear M r .  L y l e s :  

On b e h a l f  of  Sc ran ton  C i t y  C o u n c i l ,  m y s e l f ,  t h e  3 , 8 0 0  
employees of Tobyhanna Army Depot ,  and t h e  e n t i r e  Commonwealth 
I a m  a s k i n g  f o r  your  h e l p  i n  k e e p i n g  t h e  Tobyhanna Army Depot from 
c l o s i n g .  

A s  you know, Tobyhanna is c o n s i d e r e d  t h e  r e g i o n ' s  largest 
employer a n d  t h e  impact t h e  c l o s i n g  of t h i s  f a c i l i t y  would have  
on t h i s  area would be a d e t r i m e n t  t o  o u r  e n t i r e  area. 

It would be great l y  a p p r e c i a t e d  i f ,  when you review Tobyhanna' s 
f u t u r e ,  you c o u l d  p o s s i b l y  see how c r i t i c a l l y  impor tan t  t h i s  
f a c i l i t y  is  a n d  do no t  a l l o w  Tobyhanna t o  be c l o s e d .  

Thanking you i n  advance f o r  your a n t i c i p a t e d  c o o p e r a t  i o n ,  I 
a m ,  

CITY CLERK 

FJN/mak 
CC: P r e s i d e n t  W i l l i a m  C l i n t o n  

Defense S e c r e t a r y  W i l l i a m  P e r r y  
Col .  Michael  A .  L i n d q u i s t ,  Commander, Tobyhanna Army Depot 
Governor Thomas Ridge 
Honorable Joseph McDade 
Honorable Rick Santorum 
Honorable Ar len  S p e c t e r  
S e n a t o r  Robert  J .  Mellow 
S t a t e  R e p r e s e n t a t  i v e  Gaynor Cawley 
S t a t e  R e p r e s e n t a t i v e  Fred Belardi 
Joseph Corcoran ,  Lackawanna County Commissioner 
Aus t in  Burke,  Chamber of  Commerce 
Honorable James P .  Connors,  Mayor of S c r a n t o n  
Honorable S c r a n t o n  C i t y  Counc i l  



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 N O R T H  M O O R E  STREET S U I T E  1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 
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COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. L E E  KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, U S N  (RET)  
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Frank J. Naughton 
City Clerk 
340 North Washington Avenue 
Municipal Building 
Scranton, Pennsylvania 1 8503 

Dear Mr. Naughton: 

Thank you for your recent letter in support of Tobyhanna Army Depot, Pennsylvania. I 
certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of Tobyhanna 
Army Depot. 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be of service. 

iJ 
David S. Lyles 
S tafF Director 
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Mr. Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Re: Homestead Air Reserve Base 
301st Rescue Squadron, USAFR 
May 15, 1995 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

On April 4, 1995, the Greater Miami Chamber of Commerce made 
its presentation to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission regarding preservation of the 1993 BRAC recommenda- 
tion for the 301st Rescue Squadron to remain in cantonment 
areas of Homestead Air Force Base. 

We have subsequently received a rebuttal to the points made 
in our presentation from an anonymous Brevard Citizen Airman. 
The rebuttal which is enclosed herewith was (supposedly) sub- 
mitted as part of the record of the BRAC hearings. The fol- 
lowing facts address each of the points raised in this rebuttal: 

*Defense Secretary Perry's Model Re-Use Plan: Defense Secretary - 
Perry's "Modelw Re-Use Plan was taken as a reference from the 
newspaper account of his visit to Homestead Air Force Base on 
July 8 ,  1993. An excerpt of that article wherein the reference 
lies is appended. The derivatives of this reference in the com- 
munication from the Brevard Citizen Airman have no relevance to 
that designation. Secondly, while the Secretary's recommenda- 
tion to the '93 BRAC was for the 301st to stay at Patrick, that 
recommendation was rejected. 

'sl~nificant ~conomies of u,: It is suggested that the Brevard 
Citizen Airman should present a '...proven record of the ,amount 
of exercises, and the benefit for rescue to be involved in 
themn to justify his own support of the 301st mission at 
Patrick Air Force Base. We would also submit to further in- 
quiry on this point as it pertains to "unification of effortN 
if the 41st is relocated. 

*Peacetime Rescue Support: Of the Rrevard Citizen Airman's own 
admission this was not presented as a point. The statement 
which the Airman quotes is not saying that the 3Olst is leaving 
a rescue gap. The nature of rescue, however, implies that time 
is of the essence,and the 301st was the only long-range rescue 
support for one of the busiest U.S. airports, i.e., Miami Ihter- 
national, 

' - F ' r ' .  :\>I C'f..iAR.lfbFF rfF C("j&cr,>$l'k" F 
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*Composite Wing Efficiency: The Brevard Citizen Airman has in- - 
dicated that " ~ 1 1  of the above points must be disproved in or- 
der to support this." We do not believe that our premises are 
unsound. 

*Military Value: With an 11,200 foot long runway and ramp space, - 
contingency room is available. Prospective civilian tenants must 
forfeit facilities and infrastructure in times of national emer- 
gency further supplementing the availability of required/criti- 
cal resources. 

'Minimal Offsetting Costs: Subsequent to April 4, 1995, AFRES 
provided a scaled-back version of facilities expenditures for 
maintenance of the 301st Rescue Squadron at Patrick Air Force 
Base- However, the plan for the 301st Rescue Squadron facilities 
at Homestead Air Reserve Base was developed and accepted by mem- 
bers of the Squadron through various SATAF's and charrettes held 
on site. 

*Effective Annual Operations: Burn hour and per diem costs need 
to be factored into the data provided by the Brevard Citizen 
Airman in presenting this argument. 

*Reduced Maintenance Costs: The findings presented in our docu- 
ment were further supplemented and supported by independent 
contractor reports which were not available at the time of the 
hearing,but are available to the BRAC from the Air Force. 

*Better Recruitment Capabilities: The Brevard Citizen Airman's 
assessment of manning deficiencies for the 482nd is irrelevant 
to the hiring of 301st pararescue personnel. The argument did 
not specifically focus on quality of life issues as much as 
the available manpower pool. Verification of residences will 
shed light on location preference. 

*Greater Positive Economic Impact: Contrary to the Brevard 
Citizen Airman's assertion, the investment of private dollars 
helps to minimize the impact of airfield operational and main- 
tenance costs to the military. 

Sincerely, 

Dona1d.D. Slesnick I1 
Executive Committee Vice Chairman 

Transmitted by fax May 15, 1995 
and by express (same day) service. 
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Bnvard Citken Airman 
PO BOX 410005, Melboum, 17.3294 1 -0iMS 

D d  D. Slemick 
hccutive Committee V h  Cbdmao 
&water M j d  C h k  of Commerce 
Omni Hmlrti6nal Complex 
1601 Bhooyne Boulevard 
Miami, FL 33 132.1260 

We have ~ c w e d  your orgauizzrrion's presentation to the BRAC at Blrminghcan. Frankly, most dthc poinb 
wen ne auo. and none of the mt reflected evrn hnlf or'ihn tnrth. You are not dircctlv hpfIcated in doing any 0f 

knowingly, since you g&tcd who~c~~cp p u  had ssccxld or third-hrmd We arc sony that those who gave 
you information did so tD bad takh. W. ue h e  stmy (nnd not at all mrphodl that they warn wilbg to injure your 
orgaaization and good name, and put you in this position by sssociating you with this. However, it is lmfa-1y 
LLUH your sworn o b l i g h  undbt oath to fOnnally rrtncr any statmmka you find false. Attached is a report of the 
enon in the presentation. A s i m h  mart was seat to rho BRAC. 

Anyone amred with the whole truth would come tu tbsac conclusians: That the mount of dbtaiIed firctf iu the 
C of C's pm~~~laliuu shows that some pcopio in tho proom of building 1t had to Imnw most of truth. Thae is a 
clear intent behind making major poinm based on no dam, or a fsw isolated k t s  taken out of coamt. nlis was a 
dClibsnrKC mmpt to mibled ULC BRAC. 

PlCbtC itel itee to mhk I Y I ~  Ulhg in tho rep- You will &d upon reviewm~ the f;rcts, that any effort in 
support of your presentation will prove fruidess, and further incsifihmtc those involved. We an sltrt you will agne 
That the h0nOfBble and m g  fbr you kr &J b to reaact tbc proscntation in total. Thic would di- ycru md 
your organiath &om any innimbtian. We request that you either provide rmbstantial pmf ,  or a d t r c n  
rur8ction of irny pofar you can't prove to the BRAC pstmarlicd 61 h c d  to Choirman Dixon by May I5th, nr 
fbth action will have to be prrrsued. 



This is strucnved along the presentatioa's major points. 

OPENfiJG STATEMENT: This doesn't list Eastern Range end N'ASA Support (#2 ) at all in tho 30 let's missions.. 

DEFENSE SECRETARY PERRY'S MODEL RE-USE PLAN: Ibis, under the title "Why the 301st Air Rescue 
Squadron Belone at Hnrnestead Air Reserve Base." can only imply that the Secretary recommended that 
keeping the 301st at Patrick was a"modc1" idea. The whole truth is opposite, as his '93 end '95 
recommendatiotlJ to the RR A l l  tn keep the 301st ;it Patrick prove. Tht only assumption that can be drawn 
when considering this is that he was spethng of the planned physical model as an example of a multi-use 
facility. A unit that nw& to be in the area (such as Southam Command) would fit well in this model. Also, 
[Section 2902(e)(2)(A), Public law 10 1-5 101 prohibits prior BRAC decisions being entered in this process. 
lgnaring this i s  c~rmtially asking forth. RR A(: to disobey its own laws. 

- Thc Gcaetary'e recornmendation to the 93 RR ACI was for the 301st to s t ~ y  at Patrick,just as if is this year. 
In addition, he recommended for t5e 182nd Fighter Wing to convert to KC- 135R Air Refueling Tankers 
and movc into empty facilities at MacDUl AF?R, Tampa. Further proving the wisdom behind add intent of 
his decision are these facts. 

Rescue forces were among the tap five forms most in drmand this past year. The 30lst assuming 
thc NASA mission h a d  up an adivedrty rr#l?lre unit, which is cumntly deployed to Kuwait. 
Air Refueling Tanken w m  higher in demand, while fighter units coathue to be converted or closed. 
Thc ' 9 5  proposal hludes an active duty Tanker  nit tn he moved to MacDill. This is presumably to 
fuitill the need for Tanker furcw in the Southeast that wao not fulfilled by tbe 482nJ. - The IIomastcad arc0 isn't providing enough qunlitied peapl~ nr recruit3 to meat tha 482nd's needs, 

This yvult should be retracted bcoause it is eithv Mae,  or make8 tbp. slrvldemus assumption that the 
Secretary changed his mind about the 30.1 st twice, aud wouId want to change it again. It also is arguing for 
considaatiou W k  pohibitcd by law. 

SICNIPICANT ECONOMIES 01: SCALE: Thcw presumptions were based a: 
The 482nd and 30 lpt as "related and interdependent'' "must be ia a position to support-day to day operations 
and speciRc exercises oT&e 482116n "daily train@ activities co- wit% F-16 opmiinns" These 
statements and those associated with them are completely false. 

301st 
. . 2- 2-- 

M these, one was at Homestead. It wtrv hdd ova the open occaa. The 482nd ehpIy provided F-16 fighter 
cover for the 301 st's HC-130 and hellcopter. This is minimal compand to a true Search and Rercue Task 
Force (WTAk'). lhe hew, wap e SARTAF e&escisc, held widr tho 301sr at Patrick, the objective bning Avon 
Park Bombing Range, 100 d m  closer to Patrick and the a l p  overland bombing m g e  in Ccntrd er South 
Florida. This exercise was many rimcv murw realistic and bottzr fat tmining. Thic fcnv~rci dmptnyment of 
slower rescue assets is typical of operations now happcniirg across rhe world. The b y  playm in a SARTAF is 
the I Thc A- 10 ditbceD bath the helicoptm and F- 16 strike 
airwaft. AU A-10 unita nn north of Pabick. 

The statement that the F- 16 is designated to ''GSWIC IWCUC WO~S during cmtingan~ira in Swthwest Asia 
at this time" is not trw. The F-16 did ptrfmn this role (in a limited manner) ~ ~ h c n  A-10s weren't there. It 
cOuId do this becaw this IS one of tlle f & ~  places wu~ldwide that is both oamplote1y flat and u n - v e g d .  



Ofthe 482nd.g suppo..S#J "twenty, l a y  cxerclsts per y w  with 0 t h  tactical Air Form unite create an 
ideal envirwment for the 301st m achieve its peace time d e s s  tnining end real time objectiver" The 301st 
has not heard of any of h e  p b a d  e x e r c h  acwnitlg, or been invited to om. Futthmore, auy realistic 
rescuc scenarios would need to wwld be flown ta Avon Park. Patrick's proximity to the rest of the US, its 
aotive-duty support, ample ramp npace, o l ~ m h i n g  facilities, and popular Iocal sna make it the obvioulr choica 
for most units. This is proven by rbc several SARTAF exercises that have o c c u d  at M c k ,  and Mure 
c x m h  that have been committed to. A prom teund of the amount of exercises, and the bat for rebcue to 
be involved in them must be prusented for this statement to be even partly true. 

Implying that collocating the 301st with active duty units that have the exact same aircraft and mission, 
that actively Yharc: C* built facilities, and have repdarly tmid4rl tngether i9 a "&rlplication of effotr" md 
"poor readiness p h h g "  is false and comp1ctely unsupported in the pmentatiaa. lhe truth is it is a 
unification of effbst Air mbling t d h g ,  whhh b always in short supply ir accmplishd oflea b e e n  the 
30 1 st, 71 st, and 41 st, Past flybq schedules prove this. Many air crew evaluotioas have been saved because of 
thu unique capability. M w k s  of tho 41st wore allowed to fly with ths In1 t to maintain cmeney. It is a h  
excellent readiness planning. Past exercises at Patdck have p w c n  it's better ability to support a mobilization. 
Homestead is iu~iwJflcantIy clam to any troutbam contingmch. 7he only contingtncies that the 301st have 
supported have been flown north through Europe. 

[PEACERME RESCUE SUPPORT]: Thii wm not presented as a poitit, but waa mentioned r e w y  with 
Such emphasis tht it deserves to be uddrwscd m l y .  This point in all but cmpkteiy f h e .  
Tb st8temnrt that 'The 301st har traditionally provided aidsea rescue in an area nurounding the rip of Florida 
whidt Us within close proxhhy to Huuastead." is saying dm the 301st is Icavhg rr ''rescue gap". The truth is 
it is not, At hdck, it is filling a h u g  grrp in tbe center and east coast of Florida The glnring omissions were: 
The US Coast Guard (minum sway at Mui)  m a h b  24 how alert for air resaw c o v q e  fw South Florida 
waters. Dado County Fhe Rescue, with 4 helicgreers and outstanding medial capabilities provide6 24-hour 
coverage for South Rorida. The 301st has never sac alert, and is not pmjrctod to. The 301st hsq perfbnncd two 
mil i tq  rcscuts in the last 5 yrars, one for an active duty F-16 at Homebad, the ether north of Patrick near a 
Navy bombing mge. The weakest m a  fbr re- wvwagt is botwccn the Cocist Guard's Miami mA 
Sevannah, GA Air Staticms. 'Ihe 301st frwn Patrick can rerpond to military mishaps at Avon Park, acrass 
C~otrel Florida, and 5 l I  tile Coasf Ward gap off8kc.  The 3Olst has ptrionncd about one hundred civilirn 
rcscuu for every militmy rcscuo. The mt (and vast majority) of the truth must be said 

COMPOSITE WING EFFICIENCY: 'lhs USAF cam posit^ Wing Philosophy is to pair units that have a proven 
need br coIlocaticm, and place thsm to@sth# at a site whem thy  cau both kc f i t .  As d e w i d  above, tks 
482nd and the 301st's minor aced to "train WcQ they Aghr is enhanced by having the 301st at Patrick. It is also 
most e W i  to have Raseme tenants on active duty bares. The numbcr of BRAC rcalignmentrr done to 
accornp1lbh this is ample m. Ail the above poina must be disproved in atdu to support this. 

MILITARY VALUE: Yes, Homestead Cjust like M c k )  did support operations in the Cdbbean. But when 
the plan for the base is complot6d, there will be no room mt thls. In fwt, there is not sough room for the 
30lst's current 16 M in Be plan. Cbse in point: When part of the staging for operation Rcstore 
Dcmouncy (Hahi was going on at Homestad, mt only mant at hc; bmo war rho 4 W  uebg up roughly 
10% of the raap spaw avPilable. Due to the numerous aitcnft an the ramp at Homestead, the 301st was nat 
allowed to land ow 0130  them to support aainiag of nssrvlsts whu slil l  ill0 in that area Tba p h  far 
Hamemead allows no room far contingencies, or even a lrrrgs exercise. Leaving the 301st at Patrick would 
enhance miliEary value by b i n g  up needed room fbr contingmcles n w u  facts, and dl the nepstive effects 
(distwm to Cupe Canavml Avon Pluk, manning problems, etc.) will have to be dig@. 



MINIMAL, OFFSETTMQ COSTS l'he cost figutss sarted when esamnting the 30Ist's pan of the Homestead 
plan nrc usually just for the 301stys spwific ficilities. Much of the faciHties dedicated to the 482nd art joint 
facilities, or for functions currently within the 301st. The 30 1st at its current size, wan't fit in the Homemad 
plan Thin, md the need to reduct or split the 301st between Patrick and Homestead to make it fk isn't 
addressed, The 30 1 st has just as many airuaft and people as tbe 482nd. Evea with the touted "economies of 
~cale" the 30 1 c t  must use ciose to haIf af the facilities. Using the plans the pres8ntation provided, this is half of 
78 Million (M). Tbe report admits that the DOD observad that excess funding would be required. Keither ate 
the effects this wnuld have on added operatibaa1 expensss and readiness. 

Regardless of the scenario, and including all associated costs, all surveys show keeping the 301st at 
Pairick to k. mrrr.h lwr expensive. More iraporwatly. all bed down funds wmld be completely and rapidly 
recovered from saved relocation ad opcrationd GO&. No, this isn't a '"'he ride" far the American 
taxpay&. It's apuid ride that will pay nff indefmitely. 

What the ,Miami Chsmber of Commerce Considers minimal is up to them. But more impMtantly these 
millions must be invested wisely. The rnnjnr3-y nf all the rcat of the points in the presentation mmt be 
conclusively proven (an impossibIa task) to make the offsetting costs truly minimal. 

EFFEiCTNE ANNUAL OPBRATJONS: That neither the 482114 or fhe 3018t has any oeod for rhe 301st to be 
at RomeMead was c w w d  abwe. Hea m demila of how i m t k  it would be, 

Space Support Missions: The pnscntatiw &st skewed the data by spnading helicopter time across both 
&r& and then ueed data from W c k  to npxd(~csnt how "my" this would be from Hbmestcad The 198 
ham stated seem short, and probably don't include nmorous photo, VIP support, administrative, 
tradag, and other mixdons in support of NASA. Of these "1 OR" hnurs, ahost all are helicopter hours, so 
the quoted 5.4% is 10% of the HH-60 flying time. Flying 8 0  aircraft up &om Homestead adds 3.0 ham 
for each bblicoptcr flying the miaion, which is usually less than 3 fl h a m .  But, being casuvative and 
rounding up, this means that from Homestead, this wodd double the time to 20% of the HH-60 time. 
Furthennore, spmc ak& (aad the crew# ntccornry to fly them) wrnrld have to be flown up. For such a 
critical task, one spare is readied fm each two aimaft This raises tho total to 25%, 15% of which is taken 
&way iGou ttic 301 st's primary mbaon: combat a g .  So far the hefimnpm, this mission takes 2.5 
limes more flying hours plus; 

toshy rku vital ability to pudorm both 6p-e Support rniosioxrs and local snrriea the same day. 
Launches slip, sometimes with attempts every &y for weeks. Thh would wreak havoc with local 
mi- keep crews from their adminirtrotive jobs, and require semc mew m m h m  to be relieved. 
Having many maintenance wd parts intensive helicopters away fmnr home mSiatcBaance would 
require pub rurd spcciatists to be flown back and forb to repair &raft that malfimctinn. 

Other: Patrick's proximity to Avon Patk and the rest of the US is arguably a larger benefit for the 30 1 st 
than it's proximity to NASA. 

REDUCED MAINTENANCE COSTS: Thc: statement &out IIoxnutwd: "where cornion is not of 
significance" is dshnitely not supported by historical words. One HC-130 (5830) t!!at was stationed at 
Homestead, had to be overhauled early. 11 aealod a waiver to be f lown (in a very restricted flight regime) to the 
depot. It spent 19 months in overhaul. Documents on, ita txtemivs camion *airs and many others 
dbcumcntnxg H[omwoaad's coxros1on probl*lw art available. 

This point was about tho "atmospheric conditions" at Patrick What wasn't stated was that for the 
heliwpten and equipment, the majority oZexpuaur.o m snitwax is in flying operations, jwt as it urn* nt 

Homestead. Most of the 50 Helicopter crewmembers must pcrf~nn these missions at least evety 70 days. Many 
pilot3 use Palrick's nearby frejhwater lakcs to do day w& opdanr .  Thc prawntation's ott;rched repcut 
showed that the areas most corroded were generally m the bottom of the helicopter, where salt pray from 
hovering is greatest. Closed areas such as the avionics compurh~aut, vcntihtcd only when th. rircnft is 
running, were also noted. Areas typically affected by sea breeze salt deposb, such as the top of the helicopter, 
p I a d  last in m s i o n .  Their conotusions weren't dtrectcd lur;atiou, but at inadequate maintenance attentinn. 

The worst case aircraft was at Huhurt, which is two  mil^ h m ,  shallow, calm Gulf waters. Homestead is 
three milcs h m  rhe Ocean. 



Tho problem uud about wuh nd; h c c d b i l i i  at Patrick lur. L m  u ~ &  coxmmcrion dew at 
Pdck's wldr rack Othmviy them lm* been tittle froubk One ofae hui~m at Patrick rlm doubles s, a 
w ~ n c k . m d m ~ ~ ~ J n ~ t o t f u B 1 @ ~ e r m l b , ~ s d m d d u p ~ .  Ibcincrcasd 
e f l ~ t o ~ # e v c m ~ o n o ~ i o a a t P & & b r v d n o t ~ i r e d a a y ~ ~ .  

~wssn8trclLdw~thsLthep~stRbm~bcmlyane~wsrhrojc ItwiltnotfitG 
130s Tbe mly f i ~  G l la  l bide the he1 all banpr, IBis WOW be unavailable in the evw 
!~b~ce~wor&mlthnquLed. l % o m n ~ y c ~ ~ ~ u n y c t o c o u n f # d m .  Ahsi-&nJI 
W w a t # r k w ~ ~ y  yropasodatNamtct#d~beenfundedntP~ 

TM the expome m paraws a d  medical gem * c d a  m inherent danger nr only for the pamme 
t m b u t a l s o f o t t h o s c ~ l L o h ~ I s n n ( t r ~ e .  ThuisuussdbypadpMdruriogiaQothemem 
at Hamcsteod, Pad sq~ipmcm expod  L tanbhg. L m e  wm, M&$ Lo the owbn u v ~  mone~ 
ad iarnur &Uy. Pbtrick'~ rim uabiq ma is bshindtbo 3 0 1 s t ~ 0 ~ ~  building I I m ~ d ' s  IS 
m h a ~ y b y ~ ~ n o l v o b y l ~ ~ n r , r d n * o f r d i o s o ~ l c l  ~tRmQ.hcr*to~kopa 
pickup p-en &om dm river, .ud do tactical land o p d o p (  at W s  dBg m a ,  ull he while beiq 
d t n d  by both WQ md thr Supmirao of SI&. That t h~  Air F m  has lost 2 he1icoyta~ doh16 nighr 
wit* operations pmver the need for gvud s r f '  mesama. 

Ihe M c k  a?plr lwnr con dllviag hdrx 1 w e n  the cost of li* pay needed lbr Wagc Om& 
rr~,hUaauce wotbw. Patrick's rcmpcraie climate uuea m utiVlties. Corbl of necessary gads and auvices are 
lawerindlelocalsrad ~ a r ~ w i t h & e u l , l o w n r L o .  

BETTRR RECRUITMENT WABXLmE9: Of all th. stnttmmt~, this was most bhI8nt.y h k  0 I f  .l&mj is a (~oll loutfun t. I-it &om DOW (.h H m i c a c  An-, with no lug actin duV 
baee to mmit -1 thcn why was daa h u  301st's m m h g  hefom ths Hdcm& Ned in- of cunwt 
4g2ad -a? Why tbra d m  tbc 4 8 M  hbvc ta airlift menrkis South Carolins d orha points to 
rupporr {fa opntianr? M sbow thst rko 482nd is in a bad mrnning rribratiw that is gctnng worrro. 

7h6 -mtthrt "a mapping cb!lcicncy ndsg ia the crfticrl pmmcue comp~nrmt" docsn't tay that 
t b ~  km~ir~mwide~lan,durt98l~~~prnq~nrncintbarwrbcrarlfacton. 'Ihirh~nOrNn~ 
to ao with Ploick's looation. h hcf -8 lur;sdob is a mrin muon why thc 30lst wrs able to rapidly hfrr 
the ptmmumrn and muy atbsr highly qual&J pc$c n d  to mppmt its growth. 'Ibs b a t  of 
mnaine to Ham& is the d y  thing that has kcpitvtn mom praph appjyipg. Patrick's redl ing  
area hhldm the M i d ,  l b q a ,  Orlando, and JWbonwillo meIra mau, dong with the highly p0pukGd North 
CabJFLdhtcgron. ~ i s t h r a ~ a a l a r p s r H o ~ n w t c a d ' r .  Tbt(he301st~abletoSMivea 
badcane, mve, and almost double Q sr# p l w ~  how qmssrivt this looation ic. 95% af the 30lst's full time 
mpioyoa, and 90% of its meruisb wmt the unit to my at PI&& Of tho &dm, most ars near 
ntinm*nt. M e l b s m w . s a a e r I h e r i v a ~ P a t r i & ' h k c m S l u w a s t d ~ ~ m f b l ( l f i a # .  Mimihasthe 
hisbrrt, ad the h@mt level of swiou~ crime in the nrdda W & ' s  nickname " W d c  WorM" is well 
ttmmmd. It ha* a bmuW md clhata, same of U I ~  high& standard, of living, md mme of the lowest 
oom of liviug in t h c . h  ntir m a  h a work lo^ m a p a  for- qudifiwl people, providing a quality 
of IiS no araamt ofmoney umld boy at Hommmd, 

Ata t t l~brQiop i~ncccs s ; rryrml :~ tbCI fb11~~~0krpnw6d:  
C-en~d.b * * t h c H ~ ~ a l o n c a m c c u n i w e  bsuplport1&e482ndfor~toccnne. 

it a d d  -the 301# during th8 d e a l  pwt-rchatlm pariod and wall into the &fitre. 
M~~*ilthird~atbbgtvsn,tbtsfactalancm~thOtth.H)ifi~~~~rrtPatri&. 

th. -&at you cannot nm any organization wimara cmplopr. 

()RJ;A'IER POSTT~VK ECONOMIC ~MPACT: 'W hpct irmilfw mulions to b u ~  tbillltea that he 
mil* will dl cmrent IUW to pa~B  OW out OK Thfs will ba eiUm r-or b a e  of kuhility for 
thr k d  area M pmvidc mmn& or l a t e r l h t m  inability of tho milluq lv p d b m  its tnictionv dne M high 
o ~ d g  ~ f f  icts a t h ~  idbld. WOUI~ k a 160 u i i o n  doh grant fos pn that 
the C of C admh invest 216 million in prim fu~ds. Obvio3loly thls is a imp- positive for the 
load ~ ~ ~ i ( y  Fniaity 6). and v#y nepatfve bor tfrc Doo and I- budget @RAC priorith 1-9. 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 , 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 . ',,- -::; 

703-696-0504 
A ,: ," :% %of/$ ;/o,e/ 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, U S N  (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 

19, 1995 WENDI LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Donald D. Slesnick I1 
Executive Committee Vice Chairman 
Greater Miami Chamber of Commerce 
Omni International Complex 
160 1 Biscayne Boulevard 
Miami, Florida 33 132-1260 

Dear Mr. Slesnick: ?. 

Thank you for your letter responding to testimony in support of Patrick AFB. I 
appreciate your interest in the future of Homestead Air Reserve Base and your 
commitment to retaining the 301st Rescue Squadron at the installation. 

You may be assured that the information you have provided will be carefully 
considered as we proceed with our evaluation of bases on the closure and realignment 
list. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional information to bring to 
the attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 



Robert E. Haston 
42 1 Nautilus Dr. 
Satellite Bench. FL 72037 
(107) 777-5959 

Senator Alan Dixon, Chairnlan 
The Defense Base Clostire and Realignment Commissio~\ 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington. VA 22209 

28 May 95 

Dear Chrrirnian, 

Tllis is in rcfercnce to #9505 17- 10 regarding, the 301st Rescue Squadron. Patrick AFR, and Homestead ARB. 
To refresl~ your memory, I wrote a report to you ahout the nla~iy fi~lse statcments in the Greater Mianli Chamber of 
Conimercc's presentation at Birminghnni 

Sincc thnt time, tile Rrevard Citizen Airmcn (BC'A), an organizarion of the 90?)0 of 30Ist members who wish to 
stay at Patrick wrote Mr. Donald Slesrlik of Miami's C of C. Thcy did nor implicate him in making any false 
statenicnts under oath k~inwingly, since he got his information second-had. They requested that he either prove his 
statements to the BKAC:, or retract any that he can't prove. They told him that if he didn't cotnply, they would have 
to take further nctiorl to correct the situation. 

He first called the C'o~~~niander of thc 301st and requested the names of the individuals in the BCA, threatening 
to sue them. Then hc sent a letter to you which addressed cacll of the points in thrir rcpoR Although he included 
plenty of counter-accusations (wliich 1 will hcrein disprove) and rheroricnl smoke-screens. he presented no proof of  
any of his statenients which were questioned. Plcase reference the attached report. 

He has now knowingly stood by his sworn statements that the burden of evidence 110w sllow ,as false. None of 
11s are concerned with any possible legal action tigainst MI.. Slesnik or his organi-~~tion. But we do respectfillly 
reyrrest; that in order I'or yoLlr corllniission to makc an llollest decision, all past and any future infomlation froln him 
or his orgnnizntion should bc stricken from the record until lie provides real proof or retractions of all questioned 
ssscrtiuns. All commission memhcrs should be infornied ofrhis sihlation. Besides. I am sure you are as tired of 
readtng my Icttcrs disprovi~lg his statenicnts as I all1 ofwriting thcrn. 

1 am again proud to say, that this is the grcatcst task 1 hn~fe  ever done for rn?, country. Thc goal is well worth 
the continlred threats 1 reccivc. Your staff Iins helped greatly and rerlewed my faith. I t  is an hnnol- and a privilege to 
serve yoti ill your efft31.r~. 

Sincerrly. 

Robert E. Haston r - 



miis repon nnafy~cs thr letter to you ( 9 0 5  17- 10) from Mr.  Donald Sles~lik on bchalf of the Greater Miami 
Chamber of Commerce. It is s t~~~cnr red  along the rriqior points of their presentation at Birminghm. The 
consensus after reviewing the letter was: 

'Ihe letter did not providc any proof of challenged statements in the p~.eset~tation made by the Greater 
Miami Chamber of Commerce at Rirniinghani. Neither did it  contain n sirrglc retraction, or a request for 
time ro gathcr proof. 
The burden ol'cvidcncr currently reflects that the presctltation at Birmingham was a deliberate uttenipt to 
mislead the BRAC. and who is  now responsible. 

Opening Statemt'nt: Xo Rt:vpot~se The outdated 5-fold peacetime mission statenrent h e  C of C provided did)'[ 
include Eastern 1.aunch Range, or N A S A  Rescue support, wI\ich are # I  and 112. in the 301 st's priority. 

DEFENSE SECRETARY PERRY'S M(3L)EL RE-USE PLAN: Srnok~, scrccptl This was the first point under 
''Why the (3i)lst) Belongs at (HARE%). '1'0 suppon this cause with a quote fronl an article about a base plan that 
the Secre1,a-y wns forced to support, instcad ol'lhc Srcrclary's '?3 and '95 specific recommendations to keep 
the 30Ist at Patrick, is obviously taking statements out of contest, and 1101 ally "dt.rivatives". 

SIGNlFlCANT ECON(:)MIES (11: SCALE: NO R~~p~)n~t~'C'ot~n~t!r A~:urr~ultorv:C~~~(~kc .rcrren. Not one of his 
many statenlents challenged were even addressed, much less proved. Statcrrtcnts ~ c h  as: The 4S2nd and 301st 
a5 "related and interdepetldet~t", "must be in n position to support-da), to oprrations atld specific exercises 
nf the 482nd". "dnily training activitiiv coordir~ated with F-16 operations" 

The BCA provided him ha1ft-1 page of fi~cts complclely disproving these s ta ten~e~~ts .  Thc wuth is the ;0 I st 
and 482nd tlever co~~ducted joint daily training, and only ptlrticipdted in 2 small exercises in the la,[ 4 years. Of 
these two, the onc with thc 30 1 st at Patrick was much more realistic. 

In response to his counter-accusati~ tliat the DCA ~110uld provide prool'of'cxercises at Patrick: The 
week of his letter. the 301~1  was it1volvc.d in nvo escrcises: otie at Avon Park with active duty A-10s and 
various other forces, ittld another HI Willow Grove, PA with National Guard 12-10s. There was one in March, 
last October, atid last M ~ c h .  Rcvirsv or~chedulcs on file at thr 3Olst will shmr these and mothcr in Louisiana, 
and nt  least one more in the past year. 

In rcsponsc to his counter accusation)sn~okc screen ''We would also subnlit to furrhcr inquiry on this 
point 3s i t  pertains to "unification of effort" if the 4 1st is relocated. Uy acin~itting lo the potential loss of this 
r~nificntiori of effort tlr contradicts his unsupported atld un-defended statement t l u t  collocating (hc 301st and 
41st is a "duplication of effort" and "poor readiness plan~liny". These alarming statements were disproved by 
the BCA at length. 

[PEACETIME KESCCfE SUPPORT]: IVLJ Rcsfonsc./Sr~~ukc screen Hr didn't reypond to F~:hcls fiat he neglected 
to sny that Coajl Guard and Dade C o ~ ~ n t y  proviclc 24 h o u r  alert coverage fro111 Minrtri, or that the 301sr doesn't 
maintain alert, o r  that Patrick is 200 niiles midway hetween the nearest c o ~ ~ ~  Guard Air .Ctations. 

He then made a selfish, ignorant, s11d baseless counter-acc\~satiotr: "Thr nature of rescue, (I'm sure hc's 
an expert) however, implies that time is ol'the essence, ntld the 301st was the only long-range rescuc support 
for one oftlie busicst U.S. airports, i.c. M i m i  Inrernstionsl " Transatlantic flights to or from Orltuldo, 
Jacksonville, or any o ~ h c t  city that thr 301st can support bcttcr from Patrick must not deserve this as much. 

First, this point IS wrong because the 30 1 st is in as good a position for this from Patrick. From Mian~r, 
the only quadrant where Iong-l.ange rescue is needed is Northeast. This is because all orher directions are close 
to landfall in the Caribbean, or American Continents. The average long range rescues Lhc 30 1st did fronl 
Homestead were just as close to Patrick or closer. So the 30 I st at Patrick cat1 cover traffic froni Mianli just as 
well and also cover traffic from the rest of the Soutileast nluch better. 

But just to dctcrmine the expertise in his statement: Once all the prohahilities a td  litrritations wc figured 
into this "tlirport" scenario, it stati~tically conies in just above co\,ering for alisti spaceship crashcs. One. 
Airlinc crashcs happen very infrequently. Two: Most aircraft crash close tn niryorls. rhrcc: Of those that crash 
well away, almost all catashophic. Four. The helicopters of the 30 1 st can carry n~ily a fe\v passrngers when 
rescue conligurcd, whrn the typical airlincr carries ovcr a hundred. 



. COMPOSITE WIN(; EFFICIENCY: No Ktq>on.rc.Snrokc srrc,crt The opening statement nf his prcsrntation 
was: "The proper (and nrost usefill) bed-clown of the (301st) require the cnllncatinn nf a figliter wing as a 
fundnmental concept of ( ISAF Composite Wing Philosophy " Il' this is  required by 1-ISAF philosophy, then 
why are no rescue units part of any couipositc fighter wing? Whethcr thc C of C' believes that their premises 
arc sound is i~l.elevant. Plenty of people believe they are Jesus. Rut I bet you would havc a hard titrre finding 
one who could prove it. Further-mt)rc, i t  is most et-ficicnt to have Iceserve tenants on active duty bases. 
Homestead arrd 6 orher Reselve bases o i~ t  of 12 being rcccntl), added In the RRAC' list are ample proof of this. 

MILI'l'AKY VA1.I-JE: N17 Rt*,vpi,t~~~~'Sn~ciki? .xcrcrti None of the specific poitrtb \\ere Ctddrcsscd. He niust prove 
that there is root11 fcrr the .701st's 16 aircrafi. civil, and tlrilitnry aircraft during a Iargc, long contingency. Also. 
it must bc shown that this capacity can't be provided by other facilities in Flnrida Vie statelllent that 
"Prospcctivc; civil ia~~ tell at it^ I I I U S ~  forfcit infrastructure in limes vl' tiational emergent)." ic ttieaningle.;~ In it 

national cmcrgtncy, the govertlnletit 111ay lake over any facilities i t  tieeds. And pay their o\vners. 

MINIMAL OFFSETTING COSTS: No Ke~/>~,orr.rr~Sr?~c~ke. M rc,t.t~ Mr Slesnik first makes a lengthy stalement 
which in n ro~ltid a\lorit way all hut adn~ils tliat it is cheaper Ibr the !!,Ist to I?e at Patrick. Then he goes on 
about how the pinti to renrrll the 30 1 st 31 Honrestead was t i~~vr l rp i~t l  i~trd ~rc.~.cprc.tl, not whetl\er its cogt was 
mininrul In comparison. I n iqf  cr~c.~;r~t the plans c l~~~. t>l ( l l )d to  build my lrouse, bur that docstr't lllake i t  cheapcr 

EFFEC-I'IVE ANNUAL OPERATIONS: A'<) Rt?.~~otr.rc/C'orot~~~r . ~ ~ . C . ~ ~ J I I / I O I I  Nnne of the challenged points wcrc 
answered. Nor was wlry they manipulated figures to tun1 a mission th~il frirrri H~t~rc!itcad ~ i ~ u l d  take 25?a of 
the 11-60 flying time, into one being reprtlsentcd as otlly 5.4l.b of the 10lst's tnlal flying tinie at Patrich. 

'171e couliter accusation that the I \CA needs to factor in bun1 hour. a ~ ~ r f  per die111 costs into their data is 
strange consideriug tliat the C ot'C clidn'r. But anyway, thc laxpayer's cost of dn 11-6(, 'and crew is around 
$5,000 per hour. Pcr die111 is about $30 per day. plus room. Each H-60 nccds 5-6 pcrsonncl, dcpcndirrg on rlie 
mission. Range clearing takes 2 aircrafi and thcrc arc roitghly 50 attrnipts per year. depending on how muny 
nnempts per successful launch. Shuttle rescue takes 4-5 aireriift arid there are roughly 20-30 takeoffs and 
landings arrettlpts per year. Estimatcs of the added dircct cost run frotti $1.5-3.0 trlillio~r per year. .['his doesn't 
covcr impacts on the 301 st's other missions or increased costs associated with hcing f'urthcr away !?om other 
nlissiol~ sites. Thcsc. costs are rirughly equivalent t i )  the above. 

REDUCED MAINT1I:NANCE COSTS. Nv /~rs,t~~in.rt%~t~rc,kc s~-rt~crl No deknsc 01' rrlany statements 
questioned. Including olie about itomcstsad "wlwre c o r ~ ~ ~ i o n  is not of~sigr~ilic~ncc", despite substantis1 
contrary proof. I-lis points about further evidence irf con-mion. are wclcon~cd in the general dchatc, hut 
irralcvant htrr where tlir issue is rl~at he prokc or retract the above statenlent<. 

BETTER RECRLIITMENI'  C'APAL3fLITrF.S: NO Rc.~porrs~'Cb~~rr/c~r .~ i .~ '11~ t l~ l~J l1  N O  TCSPOIISC to: lr Pilht- 
Hurricane Homestead is such a grcal Incati~li to ~'eclult finni, thcn why arcn'l thc 487nd's current manning 

 tati is tics referenced iristend of pre-bun-icanc 30 l st numbers'? If the 301st 1s having sucll a rough time, then wh). 
were only Pararcscuc slrortagcs referenced? These were not ans\vend btcilusc thc answcrs would har,e br.tn: 
Even though the 4R2nd is still id its original Incation, and has shrunk in size, all signs (including Mr. Slcsnih's 
lack of responw) say that il IS hcading towards a tern~inal manning dcficicncy, only to be remedied (if po~sihlc) 
by nla.ior expensive efforts. T h e  30 l st has r~~oved to Pawick, muglily doubled in s i x ,  and the only short-term 
tnarltling probleri~ tliey have is for Pararcscuctrre~l. who take years tn gr.1 through schonl and a1.e in s1ior-t supply 
Air Force \vide, l'lie very real manning dcficicncics of  the 48211d liave evet-ytliing to dir tvith tlle potenti'il 
manning of' all 1 0 1 ~ 1  pcrsorlr~el. "l'llis nrl?ject m u s ~  be rt.scarchcd in detail, for the survital ol' both units nray 
depend on it. Yes. verification of rc~idcrrces sheds light on Incation prckrcncc: QO?:, ofall, apd 9s0:, of [he 
3 0 1 ~ 1 ' s  hII time etnployees live nearer Patrich. Clf tll? few So11tlie1.11~r~ Iiinqt are vely tiear retirelnent. 

GKLATER POSITIVE EC(?NObllC IMPAU"  N o  Rt?g~or-l.~c/(-riunit~r :lccctsn/ror~ The poic~tg he refu5eJ to 
address dealr with liow Iiigh operating e u s t ~  and poor recntitmelrt nfill make it  very expelrsive. if trot irlrposr;ihlr 
for the 301st and JS7,nd to operate at Hiimcslcad. I an1 sure Illat I don't have to tell n UKAC' tr~znibcr thilt joint 
civil1Reserve airfields arc prilvitrg to be ~?rohlel.natic and too cxpensivc;, di-spitc joint usc savings. Fighters, 
Trsnsports, Helii:optcrs, i l t ~ i I  tiunierollr g~,ivate aircraft all fighting fibr ramp and i~irlp~ccrt is z x p c l ~ s i ~ c  ; I I ~ ( I  risk). 



This is stnlctured along ttle presentatinn'l; mujor points 

OPENING STATEMFNT This duesn't liqt Eastern Range alid NASA Support (d:! ) at all in [Ire 301st.s mlssron\ 

DEFENSE SEC'KL'I AKY PERRY'S M(1)L)EI. RF-IJSE PLAN: This, under Ihc title . ' W h y  the 301sl Air Rescue 
Squadron Relongs at Hotnestead Air Rcscrve h s e  " can only irllply rllnt the Secl-etary r e c o m ~ n e n d ~ d  th;tt 
keepilig the 30 1 st at Patrick was n "model" idea. The wholc Lrutll is opposite, as h i s  '93 and ' 95  
recommendations to the RRAC to keep thii 30151 at Patrick prnvc. The orrly a~s\~ttiptiorr t11at cat1 be drawn 
when considering this is that he was >peaking of the plat~rled physical model as an ciarrlplc of  a ~nul t i - r~s r  
facilrty A unit t h ~ t  needs tn IX In thc iwea ( S I I C ~  3s Soulhcrn Corr~ti~and) wol~ld fit well in this modcl. Also. 
[Sectlon 1902(c)(')(A), Public law 101-5 101 prohibits prior BRAC d e c i s i o ~ ~ r  being entered in this procrsh 
Ignnrlng this i> essentially asking for thc. BRAC tcr disobey its onen la1c.5. 

+ ?'he Secretary's recornmcndatiot~ to the 97 BRAC was for the 30 I st to s t ~ y  31 Patrich, ~ L I S I  a5 it is tllis Year. 
In  additic~n, he recnti~tiiended tor IIIC 482116 Fighter Wing t i )  convert 11) KC- 135R Air Refueling Tankers 
and niove into empty facilitieq 3t MucVIII AFR. Tampa Further pro\'il)p rhe wicdon~ behind and intcnt o f  
his decision arc these facts. 

r Rescue forces were i>rtlorrg tlie top f ive forces niost in demand this past year. l'hc 301 st assu~ning 
tile NASA mission freed up nn active-dut), riscrle unit, which is currcr~tly dcploycd to Kt~wait.  

r Air Kefi~el i t~g Tankers wcrr higher in dcnlt~nd. while figliter units continuc to be convcrtcd or closeil. 
The ' 9 5  proposal includch an active duty Tanker tlnit to be moved to Macnill .  Tllis i~ prcsumahly to 
fulfill thc need for Tanker forces in the Southeast that was rlilt fillfilled by the -182nd. 

a The Homcstcad area istl't providing eantlgh qualified pcc!plc or recruits to tlieet the 482nd'q needs. 

.l'llis point should hc rctr:~cted b e c n ~ ~ s e  it is tither false, or makes thc \landcrctus assumption thnt the 
Secretary changed hi? 11iind about !he -30 1 st t\vicc.. and \vcjt~ld want to change it again I t  alqo is arguing for 
consideration that is  prohibited by lil\I'. 

SIGNIFICANT ECC)NOMIES O F  SCALE: 'I'llese prerurnptlons \rere b a s c c l o ~ ~ :  
The 482nd and 3 0  1st as "related ;and interdcpcnderlt" "1tl1lst be in a position 10 support-day to day optrdtiolls 
and specific exercise*; ot'thc 482nd" "doily training ~.~ctiviticb coordil~ated ~vi th F- I fi operntin~is" These 
statements and those associated with thcnr are completely hlsc .  

. . Lalnux y ~ a x , ~ o l s t  ud 4 ? 1 n d . h a r z . ~ d . r ) n l > ~  2, ? : d ; l ) ~ ~ 5 ~ k . ? : ! 1 d j ~ '  C S C ~ C ~ S C " S .  

Of these, nne was at Horncstc:.lil. I f  was held ovcr lhc. open occarl. 'I'he -1??nrl simply provided F-16 fighter 
cover for tile 30lst 's IlC- I.;O and hclicoptcr. Thiz i s  minimal ctrmparcd to 3 true Starc-h and R c s c ~ ~ e  .['ask 
Force (SAR'TAF). 'l'he otlirr, was a S.4RTAF exercise, held with the 30151 at Patrick, the objective bcing Avo11 
Park Rornbing Range, 100 nriles closer to Patnch alld tile only. overlnnd h n r n h i ~ ~ g  I-nnge in C'entral or South 
Florida. This c.xcrcisr was marly lilnes more rcallstiC ilr~d hcttrr for tri~irling. This fon\.ard ileploynlent of 
slotver re5cue assets is typlcal ol'opctratinns now happcnirlg ilcrils5 th i  world. I'he key plajer  in a SARTAF i~ 

the A-l(J a t t a c k  ttie dedicntccl r c s c u c  The ,4- I0 directs both tltc h ~ l i c ( ! ~ ( c r ~  arid 1:- 16 strike 
aircraft. All A-10 uttits are rlonh of  Patrick. 

The stalcrncnt that the F-16 is designated lu "tsc-urt rcscrte arqets drlr~ng contingrncica in Southwt.st A s i ~  
at this titile" is nnt true The F-I6 dill perfom1 this role (in a litt~ited Inannet.\ \vhe~i A-10s weren't tl>rrc. It  
could i~rlly d o  this because this is one ctl'tllr few places world\vidc t I 1 ~ t  is hilt11 conipletely flat and 1111-vegetated 



EXECUTIVE CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING SYSTEM (ECTS) # Y -'j~5[7-\ \ 

TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED 
Prepare Reply for Chairman's S i i  1 Prepare Reply for C-s S i i  I 





The DOD justification in deciding to significantly realign Onizuka Air Station is incomplete and 

potentially misleading. The Onizuka realignment directly affects two military units -- the 750th Space 

Group whose functions are being consolidated at Falcon AFB, Colorado, and Detachment 2 who is to 

relocate to Falcon AFB without any consolidation. The Air Force justification for this realignment treats 

these two units as if they were one, leading to the false conclusion that there is a cost savings. 

BRAC selection for realignment or closure is based upon three criteria--military value, return on 

investment, and impact. The press releases accompanying the Onizuka realignment announcement on 

February 28, 1995, addressed the military value and return on investment rationale for deactivating the 

750th Space Group. Not addressed, however, was the rationale for relocating Detachment 2. This 

rationale needs to be explored further. 

Military Value. The Detachment 2 mission, test and evaluation of future space systems, is not being 

changed. There is no consolidation with other military units at Falcon AFB. Similar missions and 

supporting infrastructure will remain at Onizuka Air Station. The industry "backbone" that has been the 

key support to the space research and development mission for over 35 years is also in place in 

Sunnyvale. Conclusion --there is no apparent military value to the relocation of Detachment 2. 

Return on Investment. The annual recurring savings after implementation of the total Onizuka 

realignment is projected to be $30.3 million after a one-time implementation cost of $124.2 million. 

These numbers are inconsistent with the very high costs presented in the BRAC 1993 justification. 

These numbers also ignore the fact that relocating Detachment 2 yields no savinas and has siqnificant 

im~lementation costs. 

1) Based upon previous studies that evaluated a potential move of Detachment 2 to Kirtland 

AFB, New Mexico, the cost of relocating Detachment 2 is at least $37 million. Detachment 2 

conducts its mission today out of a dedicated satellite control center in existing government 

facilities and uses communications systems shared with other tenant units who are remaining at 

Onizuka. To relocate this mission to another base requires facility modifications ($2.5 million, if 

facilities already exist), new communications ($7.5 million), and a new control system (at least 

$20 million). 350 personnel must also be relocated (1 10 Air Force and 240 contractors) at a cost 

of about $7 million. All of the above are in the category of one-time "up-front" costs. If 

Detachment 2 relocates to their preferred location of Kirtland AFB rather than Falcon AFB, there 

are increased recurring costs of about $1.5 million per year to operate and maintain new, 

dedicated communications equipment and an additional cost of $1 million or more per year to 

cover contractor revenues subject to a New Mexico gross receipts tax of 5%. 



2) The Air Force states that they will save $10 million out of the $14 million required today for 

base operating support. This identified savings is subject to question since Onizuka Air Station 

is not closing. Other tenant units, which have functionally similar mission requirements as 

Detachment 2, will continue to operate at Onizuka. This continuing mission at Onizuka requires 

most of the existing base infrastructure, e.g., buildings, electrical power, air conditioning, grounds 

maintenance, communications terminals and security. 

3) Other costs, which are not as easy to define, would also be incurred in relocating Detachment 

2. First, the Air Force did not indicate if sufficient excess facility space is available at Falcon 

AFB to accommodate Detachment 2 (potential impact of $20 million). Second, Falcon AFB does 

not have the communication capability to support all required mission elements. They use 

Onizuka today to cover their communication shortfall. The cost impact of adding additional 

communications at Falcon has apparently not been addressed. Third, Detachment 2 has an 

ongoing 24 hour-per-day, 7 day-per-week mission to perform while relocating. This means that 

they will need additional ~ersonnel during the transition period. Next, in a recent survey, only 

20% of the people indicated that they would be willing to relocate from Sunnyvale. This loss of 

an experienced workforce creates the need for increased training costs or other financial 

incentives to ensure a viable mission at another location. Finally, several of the 75 military 

personnel in Detachment 2 reside in base housing at Moffett Federal Airfield. Since neither 

Falcon AFB nor Kirtland AFB has excess on-base quarters, these relocated personnel will be 

paid additional compensation in quarters allowance to live off the local economy. 

4) The Air Force has, since 1977, consistently emphasized the mission need for a geographically 

separated redundancy and backup in the space control mission. The impact of eliminating the 

current backup has not been addressed in the Air Force announcement. If these backup 

capabilities are to be relocated, this can only occur at considerable expense. Onizuka Air 

Station also maintains a control capability for defense communications satellites operated by 

DISA. None of the announcements to date have addressed the impact of potentially relocating 

this resource. 

5) The backup role provided at Onizuka applies not only to military missions but also to the 

manned NASA Space Shuttle. The Air Force cannot unilaterally decide to eliminate this 

capability. With Space Shuttle flights and readiness activities occurring on almost a continuous 

basis, moving this capability to another location requires the building of new equipment and 

facilities in order to ensure uninterrupted backup support. Again, there is considerable expense 

associated with restoring this important mission at a location other than Onizuka Air Station. 



Impact. The Detachment 2 relocation results in a reduction of 554 jobs (350 direct and 204 indirect -- 
using the Air Force ratios) in the local area. Additional impacts, associated with the total realignment of 

Onizuka, were not addressed. There is a cost associated with moving existing government personnel 

(including remaining tenants at Onizuka) onto the local economy for housing and medical services. 

There is also a significant impact upon the thousands of federal workers and retired military personnel 

living in the San Jose area. They depend upon the military support services at Moffett Federal Airfield 

(clinic, commissary, base exchange) to maintain a quality of life that has consistently eroded with the 

elimination of virtually all other facilities in the San Jose metropolitan area--Alameda, Oakland, Treasure 

Island, and The Presidio. Compensation adjustments must be made to alleviate these impacts as well as 

additional funds allotted for CHAMPUS and other health care programs. We do not know how to 

estimate this cost. 

A lot of confusion has accompanied the realignment recommendation concerning Detachment 2 as there 

were active, yet unannounced, actions to relocate this unit to Kirtland AFB. With the inclusion of Kirtland 

AFB in the realignment announcement, there is now a cantonment problem with relocating to Kirtland. 

Reducing the size of Detachment 2 to overcome the cantonment issue is not an alternative -- this option 

is independent of location, requiring investment in new command and control infrastructure, and can be 

done at Onizuka Air Station as well as any other base. Relocating a portion of Detachment 2 (such as the 

deployable ground stations) to another base has been discussed, but also represents an additional cost 

to the government. It should be noted that the costs of relocating Detachment 2 to Kirtland are the same 

regardless of its being on or off the realignment list. Whether relocating to Falcon or Kirtland, as shown 

above, there is still a significant cost. 

In summary, the BRAC recommendations are incomplete and inconsistent. The return on investment 

figures used to justify the Onizuka realignment are considerably different that those used in the BRAC 

1993 justification. None of the BRAC criteria have been satisfied in proposing a relocation of 

Detachment 2 to either Falcon AFB or Kirtland AFB. With no consolidation or mission change for 

Detachment 2, there is no military value to relocation. The relocation of this research, development, test 

and evaluation unit carries not only significant implementation costs, but additional recurring costs as 

well. The military value and return on investment justifications for deleting the DOD and NASA backup 

missions are missing. Finally, the impacts to the local community are significant. 
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ARAPAHOE COUNTY COLORADO 
5334 South Prince Street . Littleton, Colorado 80166-0001 Recording (303) 795-4520 

CLERK & RECORDER Elections (303) 795-451 1 
Donetta Davidson, Clerk & Recorder Motor Vehicle (303 795-4500 

FAX# (303) 794-46 5 d 

May 5, 1995 51 (5' 

Mr. Alan Dixon, Chairman 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 N. Moore St. 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

The newly elected Arapahoe County officials support our 
Congressional delegation in their efforts to keep Fitzsimons Army 
Medical Center open. 

We unanimously support Arapahoe County Board of Commissioners' 
Resolution No. 1062-92, which states, in part, that Fitzsimons 
Medical Center is one of the world's largest military medical 
installations and has made significant contributions to the 
citizens of Arapahoe County as well as to the United States of 
America. The Center has treated many thousands of military 
personnel, was a temporary "White Housen for President Dwight D. 
Eisenhower during his recovery from a heart attack, and has 
maintained the highest standards of excellence during the 
facility's tenure. 

We, the undersigned, support the continuing operation of Fitzsimons 
Army Medical Center. 

Sincerely, 

Arapahoe County Clerk & Recorder 

Edward Bosier 
Arapahoe County Assessor 

%% Bernie Ciazza 

Arapahoe County Treasurer 

cc: Senator Hank Brown 
Senator Ben Nighthorse Campbell 
Congressman Wayne Allard 
Congressman Joel Hefley 
Congressman Dan Schaefer 
Representative Paul Schauer 



STATE OF COLORADO ) 
) ss. 

COUNTY OF ARAPAHOE ) 

At a regular meeting of the Board of County Commissioners for 
Arapahoe County, Colorado held in the Administration Building, 
Littleton, Colorado on Tuesday, the 8th day of August, 1995, there 
were present: 

Thomas R. Eggert, Chairman 
Jeannie Jolly, Chairman Pro-Tem 
John J. Nicholl, Commissioner 
Peter L. Vana, County Attorney 
Marjorie Page, Clerk to the Board 

Present 
Present 
Present 
Present 
Present 

when the following proceedings, among others, were had and done 
to-wit : 

RESOLUTION NO. 1062-92 It was moved by Commissioner Jolly and 
duly seconded by Commissioner Nicholl to adopt the following 
Resolution: 

WHEREAS, the Fitzsimons Army Medical Center has a long and 
distinguished history serving the United States Armed Forces since 
it was established in 1918 as General Hospital #21 and renamed 
Fitzsimons General Hospital in 1920 and redesignated in 1973 as 
Fitzsimons Army Medical Center; and 

WHEREAS, Fitzsimons is one of the world's largest military 
medical installations and has treated hundreds of thousands of 
military personnel during its long tenure; and 

WHEREAS, Fitzsimons served as the temporary "White Housen for 
President Dwight D. Eisenhower in 1955 when he was recovering from 
a heart attack; and 

WHEREAS, it is the policy of the Board of County Commissioners 
of Arapahoe County to encourage the continuation of institutions 
such as Fitzsimons Medical Center because of the significant 
contributions that it makes to the citizens of Arapahoe County, 
Colorado as well as the United States of America; and 



WHEREAS, the importance of this center to Arapahoe County as 
well as the State of Colorado cannot be measured simply in jobs 
and/or economic concerns; and 

WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners of Arapahoe County 
is desirous of recognizing the achievements of this facility and 
the contribution it has made to the Armed Services of the United 
States. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of County 
Commissioners of Arapahoe County that the Board hereby proclaims 
Fitzsimons Army Medical Center as a needed institution representing 
the highest standards of excellence for the County and the State of 
Colorado. The Board fully supports the continuation of this 
facility at the current location and requests the Federal 
Government to build a new facility to replace the existing 
hospital. 

Upon roll call the vote was: 

Commissioner Nicholl, Yes; Commissioner Jolly, Yes; Commissioner 
Eggert, Yes. 

The Chairman declared the motion carried and so ordered. 

I, Donetta Davidson, County Clerk and ex-officio Clerk of the Board 
of County Commissioners in and for the County and State aforesaid, 
do hereby certify that the annexed and foregoing Order is truly 
copied from the Records of the proceedings of the Board of County 
Commissioners for said Arapahoe County, now in my office. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the 
seal of said County, at Littleton, Colorado this 3rd day of May, 
1995. 

Donetta Davidson, Clerk to t Board 24  
by : 

~hristo~hgr W. Preble, Deputy Clerk 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
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ARLINGTON, VA 22209 ..h-,r. -- ..- .-,- -. 

703-696-0504 . - 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

May 19, 1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RETl 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Edward Bosier 
County Assessor, Arapahoe County 
5334 South Prince Street 
Littleton, Colorado 80 166-000 1 

Dear Mr. Bosier: 

Thank you for providing the Commission a copy of Resolution Number 1062-92 which 
expresses the Arapahoe County Commission's support for Fitzsimons Army Medical Center, 
Colorado. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and 
welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of Fitzsimons 
Army Medical Center. 

I look forward to working with you during this difllcult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

May 19, 1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Ms. Donetta Davidson 
County Clerk and Recorder, Arapahoe County 
5334 South Prince Street 
Littleton, Colorado 80 166-000 1 

Dear Ms. Davidson: 

Thank you for providing the Commission a copy of Resolution Number 1062-92 which 
expresses the Arapahoe County Commission's support for Fitzsimons Army Medical Center, 
Colorado. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and 
welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of Fitzsimons 
Army Medical Center. 

I look forward to working with you during this dif?icult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUlTE 1425 
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ARLINGTON, VA 2 2 2 0 9  . - ,  

703-696-0504 ,: : 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

May 19, 1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS. USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN 1RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Bernie Ciazza 
Treasurer, Arapahoe County 
5334 South Prince Street 
Littleton, Coiorado 80 166-000 1 

Dear Mr. Ciazza: 

Thank you for providing the Commission a copy of Resolution Number 1062-92 which 
expresses the Arapahoe County Commission's support for Fitzsimons Army Medical Center, 
Colorado. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and 
welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of Fitzsimons 
Army Medical Center. 

I look forward to working with you during this diflicult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

May 19, 1995 

Ms. Polly Page 
Commissioner, Arapahoe County 
5334 South Prince Street 
Littleton, Colorado 80 1 66-000 1 

Dear Commissioner Page: 

Thank you for providing the Commission a copy of Resolution Number 1062-92 which 
expresses the Arapahoe County Commission's support for Fitzsirnons Anny Medical Center, 
Colorado. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and 
welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of Fitzsimons 
Army Medical Center. 

I look forward to working with you during this difEcult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of senice. 

Sincerely, 
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Navy Nuclear Power Training Command 

Orlando, Florida 1 

Background 

Under the base realignment and closure process (BRAC) of 1993, the Navy Nuclear Power 
Training Command (NNPTC) was to be relocated to Navy Submarine Base, New London. This 
move was originally proposed to take advantage of the anticipated space that would become 
available as a result of the relocation of several activities from New London. The BRAC 93 
decision rejected the proposal to relocate activities from New London, thereby creating a need 
for new military construction and sharply increasing costs at New London to accommodate the 
NNPTC. 

During the BRAC 95 process, the Departments of Defense and of the Navy decided to review 
the relocation of the NNPTC - a redirect from New London to Naval Weapons Station, 
Charleston. The Departments reviewed redirecting the NNPTC from New London to Charleston 
due to the increasing costs associated with rebuilding in New London. 

The Case for Redirecting NNPTC to Orlando 

In response to some of the critical issues raised by the Department of Defense and the 
Department of the Navy regarding this matter, the community believes that the following matters 
must be evaluated: 

A. The Department of Defense substantially deviated from 
selection criteria 5 when the Department failed to properly 
evaluate the return on investment associated with the 
recommendation to redirect the NNPTC to Charleston. 

The Department of Defense did not examine the issue of return on investment for all plausible 
options regarding the redirect of NNPTC from New London to Charleston. If the Department 
had properly reviewed this matter, the Department would have ultimately decided to maintain 
NNPTC in Orlando based upon cost savings alone. 



It is clear that the savings associated with a redirect to Orlando far outweigh any potential 
savings in redirecting the facility to Charleston. Subsequently, the failure to review costs 
represents a substantial deviation from the selection criteria in the recommendation to redirect 
NNPTC to Charleston. 

Preliminary COBRA runs redirecting Orlando to Orlando are included in the attached tables. 
The COBRA data compares savings resulting from the redirect to Orlando from either New 
London or Charleston. 

B. The Department of Defense substantially deviated from 
selection criteria 2 when the Department failed to properly 
evaluate the availability and conditions of land, facilities and 
airspace at both the existing and potential receiving location. 

NNPTC Orlando was designed to be a self contained, university-like campus when the facility 
was constructed. The campus' facilities are modern and are in good repair. Located within the 
parameters of the facility are ample infrastructure resources to house: Public Works; Security; 
Exchange (the Exchange will remain in Orlando regardless of whether the NNPTC remains or 
moves to New London or Charleston); MWR Facilities (ample resources currently exist that will 
accommodate any needs in this area of the NNPTC including a gymnasium, the Mariner's Club, 
two softball fields, tennis courts, basketball courts, and access to the swimming pool and 
recreational access to Lake Baldwin); and Family Services (building 356). 

Without assessing the existing infrastructure at the NNPTC Orlando, the Department reviewed 
only one option to relocate to Charleston. At either the New London or Charleston location, 
these facilities would have to be reconstructed at a cost of anywhere between $147 million and 
$200 million. 

C. The Department of Defense substantially deviated from 
selection criteria 4 when the Department did not properly 
analyze the costs and manpower implications associated with a 
redirect of the NNPTC from New London to Charleston. 

In analyzing the costs associated the decision to redirect NNPTC from New London to 
Charleston, the Department's final analysis raises several concerns: 

Base Operating Support Costs 

According to a task force report prepared by NAVSEA's contractor (Bettis), who was asked to 
make an impartial review of O&MN costs at Orlando and New London, the BOS costs for 
NNPTC would be $19.3 million while the BOS costs at New london would be $14.3 million. 



The Navy has stated that Charleston would have recurring costs of only $1 1.5 million. The 
Navy has not produced any data that we have seen to substantiate the numbers for Charleston, 
which seem low in comparison to New London. We believe the cost figures in Charleston may 
allocate BOS costs to larger tenants, thereby understating NNPTC BOS costs in Charleston. 

BEQ upgrades and Annual Inspection Surveys 

According to our research, there are approximately $5.5 million in repairs for the BEQ's located 
at Orlando. These repairs are generally for the HVAC system replacements. This number 
excludes the new Department of Defense design criteria. However, it should be noted that 
Orlando currently meets berthing criteria, and there is no requirement to bring the BEQ's to any 
new standard. The remaining portion of the $8.1 million one time costs also include $2.25 
million for repairs that must take place should the NNPTC remain in Orlando past 1998. 

Double counting of savings 

The Navy included the costs of not building in New London as savings. The Navy also included 
lower overhead costs comparing New London with Charleston. However, the lower overhead 
costs come in part from overhead savings of closing the NNPTC buildings not yet built in New 
London; therefore, allowing for a double counting of savings. 
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COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA ~5.08)  - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 16:19 05/08/1995, Report Created 18:18 05/16/1995 

3 , 
Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NPS stays in  Orlando 
Scenario F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NAVY\DOHE\NPSORL2.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRAS\NAVY\N950M.SFF 

Star t ing  Year : 1996 
. Final  Year : 1996 
7 -  R01 Year : Imnediate - 

NPV i n  2015($K): -157,545 
1-Time Cost($K): 8,125 

, '  Net Costs ($K) Constant Do l la rs  
, -. 1996 1997 1998 1999 

MilCon 
Person 
Overhd 

,Moving 
Missio 
Other 

TOTAL 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  2001 - - - -  - - - -  
POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

Of f  0 0 0 0 0 0 
En l 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 0 0 0 0 0 

POSlTlONS REALIGNED 
Of f  , 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Stu 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 0 0 0 0 0 

RETAIN Navy Nuclear Power School and NUCFLDASCOL ORLANDO 

Do no t  spend $144 m i l l i o n  t o  r e b u i l d  i n  Charleston. 
Includes New London cost  avoidance o f  $162 m i l l i o n .  

To ta l  - - - - -  
-154,544 

0 
125 

0 
0 

-10,483 

Tota l  
- - - - a  

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5 -08) - Page 2/2 
Data As O f  16:19 05/08/1995, Report Created 18:18 05/16/1995 

Department :NAVY 
Option Package : NPS stays i n  Orlando 
Scenario F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NAVY\DONE\NPSORL2.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRAS\NAVY\N9SW.SFF 

..::.- ; . - Costs (SKI Constant Dol lars - 4 7 '  . ' - - .  
. .. 1996 1997 - - - -  - - - -  

M i  lCon 3,107 1,223 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 2 1 21 
Moving 0 0 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 .  0 

TOTAL 3,128 1,244 1,244 1,244 

Savings (SK) Constant Dol lars 
1996 1997 1998 1999 - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

M i  \Con 2,424 120,120 40,000 0 
Person 0 0 0 0 
Overhd 0 0 0 0 
Moving 0 0 0 0 
Missio 0 0 0 0 
Other 5,025 4,371 406 230 

TOTAL 7,449 124,491 40,406 ' 230 

C 

Total - - - - -  
8,000 

0 
125 
0 
0 
0 

8,125 

Total - - - - -  
162.544 

0 
0 
0 
0 

10,483 

173,027 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
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Data As Of 16:19 05/08/1995, Report Created 18:18 05/16/1995 

.. ; -- -5.- -i, 
%., DepCrtrnent : NAVY 
"Option Package : NPS stays i n  Orlando 
:'Scenario F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NAVY\DONE\NPSORL2.CBR 

A5\NAVY\N950M. SFF i. 

. .*Cost($) :.. Adjusted Cost($) , , - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  NPV(S) - - - - - -  
-4,262,915 -4,262,915 

-118,332,311 -122,595,227 
-36,593,964 -159,189,190 

922,218 -158,266,972 
772,740 -157,494,233 
-50,965 -157,545,198 

0 -157,545,198 
0 -157,545,198 
0 -157,545,198 
0 -157,545,198 
0 -157,545,198 

' .2007 0 0 -157,545,198 
2008 0 0 -157,545,198 
2009 0 0 -157,545,198 
2010 0 0 -157,545,198 
201 1 0 0 -157,545,198 
2012 0 0 -157,545,198 
2013 0 0 -157,545,198 
2014 0 0 -157,545,198 
2015 0 0 -157,545,198 
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,- ;.& .. - -. ..CLC+;P% :;: . . - 9  !, TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA 'VS .~~ )  - Page 1/4 
a Data As Of 16:19 05/08/1995, Report Created 18:18 05/16/1995 

;F& 
Department :NAVY 
Option Package : NPS stays i n  Orlando 
Scenario F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRAS~\NAVY\OONE\NPSORLZ.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COB 

ta r y  Construction 
1y:Housing Construction 
rmation Management Account 

,$,2@: &!>i.. +: Land Purchases 

SFF 

Cost - - - -  
Sub-Total - - - - - - - - -  

. .* .. '-: Total .-, Construction 

' Personnel 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 

, C i v i l i a n  Ear ly  Retirement 
C i v i l i a n  New Hires 
El iminated M i l i t a r y  PCS 
Unenpl oyment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown . 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
C i v i l i a n  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 
Hi l i t a r y  Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 
Envirormental M i t i ga t i on  Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Costs 8,125,000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Construction Cost Avoidances 162,544,000 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
E n v i r o w n t a l  M i t i ga t i on  Savings 0 
Om-Time - Unique Savings - -- - -  - - - -  - -  --- - -  4 

10,483,000 
--------------------------------------.--------------------------------------- 
Totat One-Time Savings 173,027,000 
--------------------------------------. .--------------------------------------- 
Total Net One-Time Costs -164,902,000 
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Data As Of 16:19 05/08/1995, Report Created 18:18 05/16/1995 - - .  * 
?? Department : NAVY 

Option Package : NPS stays i n  Orlando @ J 
OBRA5\NAVY\DONE\NPSORL2.CBR 
OBRA5\NAVY \N950M. SFF 

Cost Sub-Total - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  

0 
0 
0 
0 

Total - Construction 

Personne 1 
C i v i l i a n  R I F  
C i v i l i a n  Ear ly  Retirement 
C i v i l i a n  New Hires 
Eliminated M i l i t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Persome1 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead , 

, , 

Moving 
c i v i l i a n  Moving A .. + 0 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 0 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 0 
Freight n 

One-Time Moving Costs 
Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental M i t i ga t i on  Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 0 

Total - Other 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
0 Total One-Time Costs 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Construction Cost Avoidances 162,544,000 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 

_E_r?vironmerrtal_ Cfi ti  gati=on Savings - .  I- i .a 0 
One- J i m  Unjque Savings ; 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Total One-Time Savings 162,544,000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Net One-Time Costs -162,544,000 
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1. . ONE-TIME COST'REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) \- ~ag; 3 /4  ' - ' 
Data As Of 16:19 05/08/1995, Report Created 18:18 05/16/1,W5 - 

~ e p a r t k n t  : NAVY 
Option Package : NPS stays i n  Orlando 
Scenario F i l e  : F: \USERS\XFER\COBRAS\NAVY\DONE\NPSORLZ(.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i  l e  : F : \ U S E R S \ X F E R \ C O B R A ~ \ N A ~ ~ \ N ~ ~ ~ M . S F F  

: :i .;-*: - 7-2 
NSTA CHARLESTON, SC -.. . * 

nf or&t ion Management Account 
and Purchases 
a1 = Construction 

. C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C i v i l i a n  Ear ly  Retirement 

. C i v i l i a n  New Hires 
El iminated M i l i t a r y  PCS 
Unemp 1 o p e n  t 

Total - Personnel 

Cost Sub-Total - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 0 
Mothball / Shutdown 0 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
C i v i l i a n  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 
E n v i r o m n t a l  M i t i ga t i on  Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other 

Total One-Time Costs 0 
-------------------------------------- . . - - -------------------------------------  
One-Time Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Construction Cost Avoidances 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 
M i  1 i t a r y  Moving 
Land Sales 
One-Time Moving Savings 
Envi rmmegei  M i  t i ga t i on  Savings 
One-f i - Z K U T q u e ~ S a V i ~ s  - - 

Total One-Time Savings 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Net One-Time Costs 0 
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ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 4/4 . : ,, A - ,.,' > - 
Data As O f  16:19 05/08/1995,, Report Created 18:18 05/16/1995 

'" 
Department : NAVY - opt ion Package : NPS stays i n  Orlando 
Scenario F i  Le : F: \USERS\XFER\COBRA~\NAVY\DONE\NPSORL~.CBR ' 

'I. Std Fctrs F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NAVY\N950M.SFF 

' .  

. t -  = '  Total - Construction 

Personnel 
C i v i l i a n  R I F  
C i v i l i a n  Ear ly  Retirement 
C i v i l i a n  Neu Hires 
Eliminated M i l i t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

L Cost - - - -  

- 8,000,000 
0 
0 
0 

Sub-Total - - - - - - - - -  

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 0 
Mothball / Shutdown 125,000 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
C i v i l i a n  Moving -. 0 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 0 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 0 
Freight 0 
One-Time Moving Costs 0 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental M i t i ga t i on  Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 0 

Total - Other 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time costs 8,125,000 a . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
F a m i l y  Housing Cost'Avoidances 0 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
En5 rq-!!?! Hiti3at.ion Savings 

- =a- ~ .- -~ - 0 
One-T i me Unique Sav-Tngs 10,483,000 - ~ -  

Total One-Time Savings 10,483,000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Net One-Time Costs -2,358,000 
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: * , TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTIOll ASSETS '(COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/4 
Data As Of 16:19 05/08/1995, Report Created 18:18 05/16/1995 ' 

'.""i".~- 
Department - : NAVY . 
option Package : NPS stays i n  Orlando 
Scenario F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBR/\5\NAVY\DONE\NPSORL2.CBR 

. I Std Fctrs F i le : F :\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NAVY\N950M.SFF * ,> ; - =e< z: -. - 
- ! I  

3 IMA 
Cost - - - -  

0 
0 
0 

Land 
Purch - - - - -  

0 
0 
0 - - - - - - - - - - - -  
0 

cost 
Avoid - - - - -  

-162,544 
0 
0 

- - - - - - - - - -  
-162,544 

Total 
Cost - - - - -  

-162,544 
0 

8,000 - - - - - -  
-154,544 
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Data As O f  16:19 05/08/1995, Report Created 18:18 05/16/1995 
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Department :NAVY 
Option Package : NPS stays i n  Orlando 
Scenario F i  l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NAVY\DONE\NPSORL2.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NAVY\N95OM.SFF 

Rehab New New 
Cost* MilCon Cost* - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - -  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Construction Cost: 
I n f o  Management Account: 
Land Purchases: 
Construction Cost Avoid: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

TOTAL: 

Tota l  
Cost* - - - - -  

- - - - - - - - - -  
0 
0 
0 

162,544 - - - - - - - - - -  
-162,544 

* A l l  MilCon Costs include Design, S i t e  Preparation, Contingency Planning, and 
SIOH Costs where appl icable. 
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Data As Of 16:19 05/08/1995, Report Created 18:18 05/16/1995 
8 .. ,-% 

~ e ~ a r t n k n t  :NAVY 
Option Package : NPS stays i n  Orlando 
Scenario F i  l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA~\NAVY\DONE\N~SORL~.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA~\NAVY\N~~IM.SFF 

> -  - , - . .- .- 
-> > , , 7&HilCon for*Base: NPS ORLANDO, FL . . ' - .<  ,* ".* .' .; &',Y..L,.*;t 

s t  Y .  
. a  

a,- - '.L-+!!~L L,COS~- 'in $K .. 
' .. '* ,.f .re..r - - 

"d$k&'+=<A h I - % 

- -. 
.-"Z .$ < . '  MilCon - Using Rehab New New 

- -., st- - ,,:L;-Description: Categ Rehab Cost* MilCon Cost* . A 
" - ;T:;------------- - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - -  

?..%.<A - . -  
7- - a. OTHER 0 n/a 0 

I .  & 

n/a 
BEQ NAINT & OTH BLDGS 

Total 
Cost* 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Construction Cost: 8,000 

+ I n f o  Management Account: 0 
+ Land Purchases: 0 
- Construction Cost Avoid: 0 
- - - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

TOTAL: 8,000 

* A l l  MilCon Costs inc lude Design, S i t e  Preparation, Contingency Planning, and 
SIOH Costs where appl icable. 
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* PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5-08) 
. Data As Of 16:19 05/08/1995, Report Created 18:18 05/16/1995 

-..> 

Depar tment  :NAVY 
Option Package : NPS stays i n  Orlando 
Scenario F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRAS\NAVY\DONE\NPSORL2.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRAS\NAVY\N950M.SFF 

, ,. . 1-t A!?.. PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: SUBASE NEW 
,-**- I:' .* - 7, 
.-..".:=.-'-p: - . - ,:**&, , PPs-? BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, P r i o r  t o  

*,<LA,. . , o f f i c e r s -  . - - En1 i s t e d  
,.;?.@, ,>::i\~<---------- --- - - - - - - -  
, *,. P ,.-, . -. 
2. .f4 :,2,+";. 859 7,419 
* c %:.- ,**, 

* + BASE POPULATION (A f te r  BRAC Action) 

LONDON, 

BRAC Ac 

j .  . O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  
859 7,419 2,164 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: UPNSTA CHARLESTON, SC 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, P r i o r  t o  BRAC Action): 
O f f i ce rs  E n l i s t e d  Students - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

145 1,695 67 

BASE POPULATION (A f te r  BRAC Action): 
O f f i ce rs  En l i s ted  Students - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

145 1,695 67 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: NPS ORLANDO, FL 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996): 
Of f i ce rs  En l i s ted  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

149 365 

FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

Of f i ce rs  0 0 0 
Enl is ted 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 
Civ i  1 ians 0 0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 0 

BASE POPULATION (Pr io r  t o  BRAC Action): 
O f f i ce rs  E n l i s t e d  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

149 365 

BASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Action): 
O f f i ce rs  E n l i s t e d  

Students - - - - - - - - - -  
2,266 

Students - - - - - - - - - -  
2,266 

Students 
-----*---- 
- - 3 

f ,  266 

C i v i l i a n s  - - - - - - - - - -  
1,015 

C i v i l i a n s  - - - - - - - - - -  
1,015 

Civ i  l i a n s  - - - - - - - - - -  
727 

C i v i l i a n s  - - - - - - - - - -  
727 

C i v i l i a n s  - - - - - - - - - -  
194 

2001 Tota l  - - - -  - ----  
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 - 70 
0 - 70 

Civ i  1 ians - - - - - - - - - -  
124 

C i v i l i a n s  - - - - - - - - - -  
124 
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Data As Of 16:19 05/08/1995, Report Created 18:18 05/16/1995 
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Department :NAVY 
Option Package : NPS stays i n  Orlando 

- Scenario F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NAVY\OONE\NPSORL2.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NAVY\N950M.SFF 

- - - - -  

C iv i  1 ian' Turnover* 15.00% 
~ i v s : ~ o t  Moving (RIFs)*+ . 
C iv i l i ans  Moving <the remainder) 

+;q-,: L % ,  ;.r,+eaCivilian Posit ions Avai tab le 
a t  ' I.. * 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Ear ly  Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 

' Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
Civ i l i ans  Avai lable t o  Move 
C iv i l i ans  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( the remainder) 

Total - - - - -  
0  
0  
0  
0  
0  
0  
0  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING I N  0 0 0 0 0 0  0  
Civ i l i ans  Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
New C i v i l i ans  Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Other C i v i l i a n  Addit ions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  
TOTAL CIVILIAN RlFS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  

* €a r t y  Retirements, Regular Retirements, C i v i l i a n  Turnover, and C iv i l i ans  Not 
W i l l i ng  t o  Move are not  appl icable f o r  moves under f i f t y  miles. 

+' The Percentage o f  C i v i  Lians Not W i  11 ing t o  Move (Voluntary RIFs) varies from 
base t o  base. 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The ra te  
of PPS placements invo lv ing  a PCS i s  50.00% 
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Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NPS stays i n  Orlando 
Scenario F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NAVY\DONE\NPSORL2.CBR 

'S td Fct rs  F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NAVY\N950M.SFF 
*-\'.'<A . ... 

e: SUBASE NEW LONDON, CT Rate 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
* . %..I - - - -  - - - -  ---.. - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
ILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 0 0 0 0 0 0  
a r l y  Retirement* - . 10.00% 0  0  0  0  0  0  
egular Retirement* 5.00% 0  0  0  0  0  0  
i v i l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 0  0  0  0  0  0  

7 ivs 'NotMoving(RIFs)* 6.00% 0  0  0  0  0  0  
i v i l i a n s  Moving ( the remainder) . 0 0 0 0 0 0  
i v i l i a n  Posit ions Avai lab le 0 0 0 0 0 0  
if< f 1 

ILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 0 0 0 0 0 0  
a r t y  Retirement 10.00% 0  0  0  0  0  0 
egular Retirement 5.00% 0  0  0  0  0  0  

. C i v i l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 0  0  0  0  0  0  
Civs Not Moving (RIFsI* 6.00% 0  0  0  0  0  0  
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 0  0  0  0  0  0  
C i v i l i a n s  Avai lab le t o  Move 0 0 0 0 0 0  
C i v i l i a n s  Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0  
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( the remainder) 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Tota l  - - - - -  
0  
0  
0  
0  
0  
0  
0  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING I N  0 0 0 0 0 0  0  
C i v i l i a n s  Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  
New C i v i l i a n s  Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  
Other C i v i l i a n  Addit ions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0  0  0  0  0  0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  

* Ear ly  Retirements, Regular Retirements, C i v i l i a n  Turnover, and C i v i l i a n s  Not 
W i l l i n g  t o  Move are no t  appl icable for moves under f i f t y  miles. 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements involve a Permanent Change o f  Station. The r a t e  
o f  PPS placements invo lv ing  a PCS i s  50.00% 
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Data As Of 16:19 05/08/1995, Report Created 18:18 05/16/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NPS stays i n  Orlando 

_ Scenario F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRAS\NAVY\DONE\NPSORL2.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NAVY\N95OM.SFF 

* .,,. . .: - .  
~::UPNSTA CHARLESTON, SC + Rate 1996 1997 1998 1999 . d . ' 

1, 9 "  4 -  , >< . 8 , . . - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
VILIAN POSITION~ REALIGNING WT 0 0 0 0  
Ear ly  Retirement*: - 10.00% 0  0  0  0 
~egular;_~etirement*~$-:; ; 5.00% 0  0  0  0  
C i v i l i a n  Turnover*"' .P  3 15.00% 0  0  0  0  
CivsNot:Moving(RIFs)*;~~',--6.00% . O  0  0  0  

.,,,,, . . C i v i l i a n s  Hoving ( the remainder) i 6" " , "'; "' 0 0 0 0  
~ ~ ~ ~ . . , ~ ~ + , . ~ , ~ ~ C i v i L i a n P o s i t i o n s A v a i l a b l e  .tt + r 0 0 0 0  

. :  1 ., 
1. ' .CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 0 0 0 0  

Ear ly  Retirement 10.00% 0  0  0  0  
Regular Retirement 5.00% 0  0  0  0  
C i v i l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 0  0  0  0  
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 0  0  0  0  
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 0  0  0  0  
C i v i l i a n s  Avai lab le t o  Move 0 0 0 0  
C i v i l i a n s  Moving 0 0 0 0  
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( the remainder) 0 0 0 0  

Tota l  - - - - -  
0  
0  
0  
0  
0 
0  
0 

0  
0  
0  
0  
0  
0  
0  
0  
0  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING I N  0 0 0 0 0 0  0  
C i v i l i a n s  Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  
New C i v i l i a n s  Hi red 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  
Other C i v i l i a n  Addi t ions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETlRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 * 

T O T A L C I V I L I A N P R l O R l T Y P L A C E M E N T S #  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  

* Ear ly  Retirements, Regular Retirements, C i v i l i a n  Turnover, and C i v i l i a n s  Not 
W i l l i n g  t o  Move are no t  appl icable f o r  moves under f i f t y  miles. 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements involve a Permanent Change o f  Station. The r a t e  
o f  PPS placements invo lv ing  a PCS i s  50.00% 
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Data As Of 16:19 05/08/1995, Report Created 18:18 05/16/1995 
<J. 4: L - ..-..- a:, -:*,a- , ;r - 

7 - 
Department : NAVY 

$Option Package : NPS stays in Orlando 
I 

.., 
&Scenario Fi le : F :\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NAVY\OONE\NPSORL2.CBR 

ile : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NAVY 

Rate 1996 - - - -  - - - -  

10.00% 0 ..; Regular Retirement 5.00% 0 
. Civilian Turnover 15.00% 0 

Civs Not Moving (RIFsI* 0.00% 0 
Priority Placement# 60.00% 0 
Civilians Available to Hove 0 
Civilians Moving 0 
Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 
Civilians Moving 0 
New Civilians Hired 0 

..Other Civilian Additions 
.,-= 

0 

-- TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 

Total - - - - -  
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not 
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.00% 
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- " - PERSONNEL YEARLY PERCENTAGES (COBRA ~5.08) . . Data AS Of 16:19 05/08/1995, Report Created 18:18 05/16/1995 
. w  

~ e ~ a r t k n t  : NAVY 
Option Package : NPS stays i n  Orlando 
Scenario F i  l e  : F : \USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NAVY\DONE\NPSORL2.CBR 

: Std Fc t rs  F i  Le : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRAS\NAVY .<. :.r! , .., . ,.:i-:."T.- ..,'-'. , . . - .: ,.-,x . 

Pers Moved 
Total - - - - -  

0 
0 
0 
0 

Out/Elirninated 
Percent - - - - - - -  
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 

ShutDn 
TimePhase - - - - - - - - -  

16.67% 
16.67% 
16.67% 
16.67% 

2000 0 0.00% 16.67% 0 0.00% 16.67% 
2001 0 0.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% - - - - -  16.67% - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  

, TOTALS 0 0.00% 100.00% 0 0.00% 100.00% 

Base: UPNSTA CHARLESTON, SC 1 
Year - - - -  
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 

TOTALS 

Pers 
Tota l  - - - - -  

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Moved I n  
Percent - - - - - - -  
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 

Base: NPS ORLANDO, FL 

Pers Moved I n  
Year Tota l  Percent - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - - -  
1996 0 0.00% 
1997 0 0.00% 
1998 0 0.00% 
1 999 0 0.00% 
2000 0 0.00% 
2001 0 0.00% - - - - -  - - - - - - -  
TOTALS 0 0.00% 

M i  lCon 
TimePhase - - - - - - - - -  

33.33% 
16.67% 
16.67% 
16.67% 
16.67% 
0.00% - - - - - - - - -  

100.00% 

Pers Moved Out/ELiminated ShutDn 
Total Percent Timephase - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  

0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  
0 0.00% 100.00% 

Pers Moved Out/ELiminated ShutDn 
Tota l  Percent Timephase - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  

0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% - - - - -  16.67% - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  
0 0.00% 100.00% 
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TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2/12 
Data As Of 16:19 05/08/1995, Report Created 18:18 05/16/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NPS s tays  in Orlando . , 
Scenario F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRAS\NAVY\DONE\NPSORL2.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i  Le : F: \USERS\XFER\COBRAS\NAVY\N950M.SFF 

;;, RECURRINGCOSTS 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 To ta l  
x*- ' - ---- 

-.:-w. (SK)-----  - - - -  - - --  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  
-I: '%&,FA~ HOUSE ops -- . ,~e., 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

~ 4 2 "  (3#"%&'O&M 
,i;&"2 A?. . . 
I+,* ,L. i. ,-, , RPMA 
' < - c  - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
,., ? < ,  . ' -; . 00s 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

'&$$!;!;&& Unique Opera t 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
r., 8 .  , r-- C lv  Sa lary  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

, CHAMPUS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
- Caretaker 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Of f  Sa lary  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 Salary  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
House A1 low 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

OTHER 
Mission 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Misc Recur 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Unique Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL COST 3,128 1,244 1,244 1,244 1,244 2 1 8,125 

ONE-TIME SAVES - - - - -  (SK) - - - - - 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 
Fam Housing 

OgM 
I-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRlNGSAVES - - - - -  1996 
(SK)-----  - - - -  

FAM HOUSE OPS 0 
O&M 

RPMA 0 
00s 0 
Unique Operat 0 
C iv  Sa lary  0 
CHAMPUS 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off  Sa lary  - 0 
Ent S a l a r r - -  = - - 0  
House A l low 0 

OTHER 
Procurement 0 
Miss ion 0 
Misc Recur 0 
Unique Other 0 

TOTAL RECUR -- 0 

2000 2001 T o t a l  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  
0 0 0 

Beyond - -----  
0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 7,449 
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TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3/12 
Data As Of 16:19 05/08/1995, Report Created 18:18 05/16/1995 

ex, 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NPS stays i n  Orlando 
Scenario F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NAVY\DONE\NPSORL2.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRAS\NAVY\N950M.SFF 

1999 2000 2001 ---- - - - - - - - -  

1,223 1,223 0 
0 0 0 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 
2 1 21 21 

0 0 0 

. -. 
.+$,~. pL r-r;, HAP / RSE 0 0 0 0 0 0 

. Enviromlental 0 0 0 0 0 0 
I n f o  Manage 0 0 0 0 0 0 
I-Time Other -5,025 -4,371 -406 -230 -371 - 80 
Land 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 704 -118,876 -38,756 1,244 1,244 2 1 

Tota l  - - - - - -  

RECURRING NET - - - - -  ( S K I - - - - -  
FAM HWSE OPS 
O&M 
RPMA 
BOS 

. .  Unique Operat 
. Caretaker - , 

Civ Salary ' ' - -- 
CHAMPUS 

- .  MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Salary 
House A 1 Low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota l  Beyond - - - - -  - - - - - -  
0 0 

TOTAL NET COST -4,321 -123,247 -39,162 1,014 873 -59 
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" ,. ..,-. ' 7  - '7- ,. '., .-, , .;. .. 4. "2  . ' 
APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4/12 * 

Data As Of 16:19 05/08/1995, Report Created 18:18 05/16/1995 
A. * -  

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NPS stays i n  Orlando 
Scenario F i  l e  : F: \USERS\XFER\COBRAS\NAVY\OONE\NPSORL~.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COERAS\NAVY\N95C+4.SFF 

9 5 

- d. : : jb$, - ,  Base: , SUBASE NEW LONDON, CT -. ..r;r 9 
, e r ; ~ l $ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ C O S T S .  .-,, :'. 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  2001 

'i%@w.,-~ir*hh-h-h($~) ----- - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 

' . *- .: ,, ~~1 . ,, CfV SALARY 
. , Civ RIFs 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Civ Re t i re  0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 0 0 0 0 0 0 
POV Mi les 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Home Purch 0 0 0 0 0 0 
HHG 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Misc 0 0 0 0 0 0 
House Hunt 0 0 0 0 0 0 
PPS 0 0 0 0 0 0 
RITA 0 0 0 0 0 0 

FRE l GHT 
Packing 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Freight 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Vehicles 0 0 0 0 0 0 

. . Dr iv ing  0 0 0 0 0 0 
Unemployment 0 0 0 0 0 0 

+ OTHER 
Program Plan 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Shutdown 0 0 0 0 0 0 
New Hires 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Move 0 0 0 0 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 
Per Diem 0 0 0 0 0 0 
POV Mi les 0 0 0 0 0 0 
HHG 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Hisc 0 0 0 0 0 0 

OTHER 
El im PcS 0 0 0 0 0 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Envi rorunental 0 0 0 0 0 0 
I n f o  Manage 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Tota l  - - - - -  

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
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v ' APPR COBRA ~5.08) - ~ = g e  5/12 . 

Data As O f  16:19 05/08/1995, Report Created 18:18 05/16/1995 
, . 

2 .  

- .-- 
Department : NAVY ' 

Option Package : NPS stays i n  Orlando 
Scenario F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRAS\NAVY\OONE\NPSORL2.CBR 

R\COBRA5\NAVY\N950M.SFF 

1997 1998 1999 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
0 0 0 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 

. o  0 0 
0 0 0 

., . . CHAMPUS 0 0 0 0 
- Caretaker 0 0 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 0 0 0 0 
En1 Salary 0 0 0 0 
House Allow 0 0 0 0 

OTHER 
Mission 

( I I  

0 0 0 0 
Misc Recur 0 0 0 0 
Unique Other 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 0 0 0 

Tota l  Beyond - - - - -  - - - - - -  
0 0 

TOTAL COSTS 0 0 0 0 0 0 

ONE-TIME SAVES - - - - -  ($K)-----  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

at4 
I-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Envi rormental 
1 -T ime Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total - - - - -  

RECURRINGSAVES --- - -  (SKI----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
OgM 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

Tota l  Beyond - - - - -  ------ 
0 0 

En1 Salary 0 0 0 0 0 0 
House A1 lbv  0 0 0 0 0 0 

OTHER 
Procurement 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Mission 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Misc Recur 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Uni ue Other 0 - 0 0 0 0 0 - - 

TEA: RECUR o o o o o o 

TOTAL SAVINGS 2,424 120,120 40,000 . 0 0 0 



' ,- .- .- . , 
'* 'APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6/12 

' . 
Data As Of 16:19 05/08/1995, Report Created 18:18 05/16/1995 

Department : NAVY - 
Opt ion  Package : NPS s tays  i n  Orlando 
Scenario F i  l e  : F: \USERS\XFER\COBRA~\NAVY\DONE\NPSORL~.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA~\NAVY\N~~~M.SFF 

1999 - - - -  

0 
0 

0 
0 

, - I  , , Other 0 0 0 0 
MI L PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 0 0 0 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 0 0 0 

' Environmental 0 0 0 0 
I n f o  Manage 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Other 0 0 0 0 
Land 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME -2,424 -120,120 -40,000 0 

RECURRING NET - - - - -  (fK)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Sa la ry  

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i l  Sa lary  
House A l low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

T o t a l  - - - - -  

T o t a l  - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL NET COST -2,424 -120,120 -40,000 0 0 0 -162,544 0 



- 
- - - -- - ?*- . <  - " . . . 5.08) - Page 7/12 . 

Data As Of 16:19 05/08/1995, Report Created 18:18 05/16/1995 

Department :NAVY - 
Option Package : NPS stays i n  Orlando , 

Scenario F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRAS\NAVY\DONE\NPSORLZ 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRAS\NAVY\N950M.SFF 

': Base: UPNSTA CHARLESTON, SC 
. , . .;:4 ONE-TIME COSTS 1996 1997 . -- :t2?.f-----: 

1998 
- & -.- -.,, ($K)- - - -"- . &:.: 1.9.- - - -. --- -  - - - -  

.',F+2'. 
, .#.-*,  ' :. Z' . -.. -;a& ..,, ..! CONSTRUCTION. M. + 

n . r 6  :":,B'MILCON -. &F ,.+,*;J.8 ., 0 .  0 0 
,' r F m I i o ~ s i n ~ "  %., t g  .. , 

" 0  ' 0 0 
"-.?. , j Land PUI-ch :R,p+-2a&S;$;;-. 0 ",pi ,. 0 * 7. 0 

-.xu 08M Q I 

CIV SALARY , 
Civ RIFs 0 0 0 
Civ Re t i re  0 0 0 

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 0 0 0 
POV Mi les 0 0 0 
Home Purch 0 0 0 
HHG 0 0 0 
Misc 0 0 0 
House Hunt 0 0 0 
PPS 0 0 0 
RITA 0 0 0 

FREIGHT 
Packing 0 0 0 
Freight 0 0 0 
Vehicles 0 0 0 
Dr iv ing  0 0 0 

Unemployment 0 0 0 
OTHER 
Program Plan 0 0 0 
Shutdown 0 0 0 
New Hires 0 0 0 
1 -Time Move 0 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 0 0 0 
POV Mi les 0 0 0 
HHG 0 0 0 
Misc 0 0 0 

OTHER 
El im PCS 0 0 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 0 0 
E n v i r o m n t a l  0 0 0 
I n f o  Manage 0 0 0 
1-Time Other 0 0 0 

TOTAL ONE- T IME 0 0 0 

. CBR 

Tota l  - - - - -  



C r a b  -...‘ -. r -7 APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 8/12 . . - Data As Of 16:19 05/08/1995, Report Created 18:18 05/16/1995 

.Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NPS stays i n  Orlando 
Scenario F i l e  : F;\USERS\XFER\COBRAS\NAVY\OONE\NPSORL2.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : F:\USERs\XFER\COBRAS\NAVY\N95WSFF 

, .,Base: UPNSTA CHARLESTON, SC 
1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  2001 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 

' 0 0 0 0 0 
- ' +. , 'C ivSalary  . 0 0 0 0 0 0 

CHAMPUS 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Caretaker 0 0 0 0 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Of f  Salary 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 Salary 0 0 0 0 0 0 
House A1 low 0 0 0 0 0 0 

OTHER 
Mission 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Misc Recur 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Unique Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Tota l  - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL COSTS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

ONE-TIME SAVES - - - - -  1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  
(SK)-----  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  .---- 

CONSTRUCTION 
M I  LCON 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Fam Housing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

O&M 
1-Time Move 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

OTHER 
Land Sales 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Environmental 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

RECURRINGSAVES -- - - -  (SK)----- 
F M  HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

nrL PEF-L 
Of f  ma-- 
En1 sa la ry  
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 

2001 To ta l  - - - -  - - - - -  
0 0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
a 

Unique Other 0 
TOTAL RECUR 0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 



. . 
APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 9/12 ' ' 

Data As O f  16:19 05/08/1995, Report Created 18:18 05/16/1995 

"' Department :NAVY 
Option Package : NPS stays i n  Orlando 
Scenario F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRAS\NAVY\DONE\NPSORL2.CBR 

.> Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRAS\NAVY\N950M.SFF 
. - I ,  

-:$. Base: . VPNSTA CHARLESTON, SC 
, ,;f~!.~ONE~TIME NET 

-.G 4 *, !:'--&- 
1996 1997 1998 1999 

y **:. #;.2i-,z.:"---::(SK)----- - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
, * - .  , , - - .  . CONSTRUCTION 

I M I  LCON , -, ' 
0 0 0 0 

. - Fam Housing 0 0 0 0 
" ' a n  > ,  * . ' 2 

~ i v  Retir /RIF 0 0 0 0 
, Civ Moving 0 0 0 0 

Other 0 0 0 0 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i l  Moving 0 0 0 0 
OTHER 

HAP / RSE 0 0 0 0 
Environmental 0 0 0 0 
I n f o  Manage 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Other 0 0 0 0 
Land 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 0 0 0 0 

RECURRING NET - - - - -  ( S K I - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
om 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i l  Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

To ta l  - - - - -  

Tota l  - - - --  
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

TOTAL NET COST 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

- - - - -- - -- - - - -- - - - - - - - 
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Data As O f  16:19 05/08/1995, Report Created 18:18 05/16/1995 

Department ( : NAVY 
Option Package : NPS stays i n  Orlando 
Scenario F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NAVY\DONE\NPSORL2.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NAVY\N950MOMSFF 

, . '. ?'? "3' 
I( . r 

, $2 Base: .,NPS ORLANDO, FL 
....,. , p9?,$& ONE-T ME COSTS . ;- -',+ - 1996 . 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

($,(I -----, - A'- ' :Lt - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - 
1,223 1,223 1,223 1,223 0 

0 0 0 0 0 
~a$;~u~ch~:,~;..: .:; 2,  . 0 Or 0 0 0 0 - * '  ",; . 

. 5 ; ' Civ RIFs 0 0 0 0 0 0 - a * .  - Civ Re t i re  0 0 0 0 0 0 
- . , w '  CIV MOVING 

Per Diem 0 0 0 0 0 0 
POV Mi les 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Home Purch 0 0 0 0 0 0 
HHG 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Misc 0 0 0 0 0 0 
House Hunt 0 0 0 0 0 0 
PPS 0 0 0 0 0 0 
RITA 0 0 0 0 0 0 

FREIGHT 
Packing 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Freight 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Vehicles 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Dr iv ing  0 0 0 0 0 0 

Unerrpl oyment 0 0 0 0 0 0 
OTHER 
Program PLan 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Shutdown 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 21 
Neu Hires 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Move 0 0 0 0 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 
Per Diem 0 0 0 0 0 0 
POV Mi les 0 0 0 0 0 0 
HHG 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Misc 0 0 0 0 0 0 

OTHER 
ELim PCS 0 0 0 0 0 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Environmental 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Info Manage 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 3,128 1,244 1,244 1,244 1,244 2 1 

Tota l  - - - - -  
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" 'APPROPRIATIONS D E T A I L  REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - P a g e  11/12 -.\ 
(.I 7 

D a t a  A s  O f  16:19 05/08/1995, R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  18:18 05/16/1995 I 

D e p a r t m e n t  : NAVY 
O p t i o n  P a c k a g e  : NPS s t a y s  i n  O r l a n d o  
S c e n a r i o  F i l e  : F:\USERS\XF€R\COBRA5\NAVY\OONE\NPSORLZ.CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRAS\NAVY\N950M.SFF 

'2,. F" 
LANOO, F L  

1998 1999 - - - -  - - - - " .  - - - - -  
- 0  0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS 0 0 0 0 

I C a r e t a k e r  0 0 0 0 
M I L  PERSONNEL 

O f f  S a l a r y  0 0 0 0 
E n 1  S a l a r y  0 0 0 0 
H o u s e  A l l o w  0 0 0 0 

OTHER 
M i s s i o n  0 0 0 0 
M i s c  R e c u r  0 0 - 0 0 
U n i q u e  O t h e r  0 0 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 0 0 0 

T o t a l  - - - - -  
0 

B e y o n d  - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL COSTS 3,128 1,244 1,244 1,244 

ONE-TIME SAVES - - - - -  ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTlON 

M I  LCON 
Fam H o u s i n g  

O&M 
1 - T i m e  M o v e  

M I L  PERSONNEL 
M i l  M o v i n g  

OTHER 
L a n d  S a l e s  
E n v i r o n m e n t a l  
1-Time O t h e r  

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

T o t a l  - - - - -  

RECURRINGSAVES 1996 - - - - -  (SKI----- - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 
O&M 

RPMA 0 
0 0 s  0 
U n i q u e  O p e r a t  0 
C i v  S a l a r y  0 
CHAMPUS 0 

M I L  PERSONNEL 
Off-Sajafy - - 5 
E n l  S a t a r y  0 
H o u s e  A l l o w  0 

OTHER 
P r o c u r e m e n t  0 
M i s s i o n  0 
M i s c  R e c u r  0 
U n i q u e  O t h e r  0 

MTAt-rEetw----- - - - -  -0 

2001 T o t a l  Beyond ----  - - - - -  - - - - -- 
0 0 0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 5,025 4,371 406 23 0 371 80 10,483 0 





. . - ?.,,Zv-,.. * , - " , : *??F& . , : e -*". < - - ,+,- 9,-d*a, , dL c.-,v . < . . +  - -. 
I .' FJ,A. 6. , X - # -  . A, w . , - -. - - *  ' APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 12/12 ' 

Data As Of 16:19 05/08/1595, Report Created 18:18 05/16/1995 
, , .%. 

Department : NAVY 
.Option Package : NPS stays in Orlando 
Scenario F i le : R:\USERS\XFER\COBRA~\NAVY\OONE\NPSORL~.~BR 
Std Fctrs File : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NAVY\N95OM.SFF I, ' - .x,.." ' &.; .- 

.-*  , .J;& Base: NPS ORLANDO, FL 
1998 1999 2000 - - - - 2001 - - - -  - - - - - - - -  

1,223 1,223 1,223 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
, " .,, ,,,+ ;; Civ Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 

' Other 21 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 21 
MIL PERSONNEL 

Total - - - - -  

Hi1 Moving 
OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
Info Manage 
?-Time Other 
Land 
TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRING NET - - - - -  ($K) - - - - -  
FAM HWSE OPS 
OBM 
RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Salary 
House Allou 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 
TOUL RECUR 

Total - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL NET COST -1.897 -3,127 838 1,014 873 -59 
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- ' PERSONNEL, SF, RPMA, AND BOS DELTAS (COBRA ~5 .08 )  
, - - Data As Of 16:19 05/08/1995, Report Created 18:18 05/16/1995 

Department :NAVY 
Opt ion Package : .UPS s tays  i n  Orlando 
Scenario F i l e  : ~F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA~\NAVY\DONE\NPSORLZ.CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i  l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRAS\NAVY\N~SOM.SFF 

. ' - :,-d..v4 -. * 

SUBASE NEW LONDON 
' WPNSTA CHARLESTON 

NPS ORLANDO 

Base - - - -  

Personne 1 
Change XChange - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

0 OX 
0 OX 
0 OX 

Change %Change Chs/Per 

RPMABOS($) 
Change %Change Chg/Per - - - - - -  - - - _ - _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _  

SUBASE NEW LONDON 0 OX 0 
WPNSTA CHARLESTON 0 OX 0 
NPS ORLANDO 0 OX 0 

SF 
Change XChange Chg/Per - - - - - -  - - - - - _ -  _ _ _ _ _ _ _  

0 OX n 

. BOS($) 
Change %Change Chg/Per - - - - - -  - - - - - - _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _  

0 OX 0 
0 OX 0 
0 OX 0 



- 
- ". . 

.-'--I - 1  - : I  - . . * _ *  

-b 
RPHA/BOS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 

I Data As Of 16:19 05/08/1995, Report Created 18:18 05/16/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NPS stays i n  Orlando 
Scenario F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NAVY\DONE\NPSORL2.CBR 
Std Fctrs Fi Le : F: \USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NAVY\N950M.SFF 

.I < " .'Z , . 

_ - - - -  - - - -  _ _ _ _  _ _ - -  _ _ _ _  
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

A *-~,AToTAI: CHANGES.. . , o ,, . o :.'>?,.%%%y*%,;, f .- , , ,: <- <, . * a  a , . .  - - ,- 0 0 0 0 
G - . - 

Total - - - - -  
0 
0 
0 - - - - - - - - -  
0 

Beyond 
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INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08)  -, Data As Of 16:19 05/08/1995, Report Created 18:18 05/16/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NPS stays i n  Orlando 
Scenario F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRAS\NAVY\DONE\NPSORL2.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i  Le : F: \USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NAVY\N9SOM. SFF 

, .,,,INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 
j > .* . , ,'- .- > - 

+*r. ". .p - f3ModelYearOne:  FY 1996 
, G,.. 

8 . G:'. \ , ,.zff+ -.  - 
< ,  I '  

. p,Model does Time-Phasing o f  Construction/Shutdown: Yes 
- 1  ,1 % . 3  . _. ,. 

<-8 z $ - - 
-dd%p*A~$.Ba~e .Name Strategy: 

-** \ r .  ..-- ---- - - -  - - - - - - - - -  
SUBASE NEW LONDON, CT Realignment 
VPNSTA CHARLESTON, SC Realignment 
NPS ORLANDO, FL Real igrment 

S m r y :  - - - - - - - -  

RETAIN Navy Nuclear Pouer School and NUCFLDASCOL ORLANDO 

Do not spend $144 m i l l i o n  t o  r e b u i l d  i n  Charleston. 
Includes New London cost avoidance o f  $162 mi l l i on .  

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: - - - - - - - - - -  
SUBASE NEW LONDON, CT 
SUBASE NEW LONDON, CT 
VPNSTA CHARLESTON, SC 

To Base: - - - - - - - -  
WPNSTA CHARLESTON, SC 
NPS ORLANDO, FL 
NPS ORLANDO, FL 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: SUBASE NEW LONDON, CT 

Total O f f i c e r  Employees: 
Total En l i s ted  Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C i v i l i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not U i l l i n g  To Move: 
O f f i c e r  Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  
En l i s ted  Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  
Total Base Faci l i t ies(KSF): 
O f f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 
Enl is ted VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate tWDay3- 
Freight Cost (S/TorjHile): 

Name: WPNSTA CHARLESTON, SC 

Total O f f i c e r  Employees: 
Total En l i s ted  Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
To ta tC iv i t imrEmptayeesr  - 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C iv i l i ans  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Off icer Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  
Enl is ted Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
Total Base Faci l i t iescKSF): 
O f f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 
Enl is ted VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost (B/Ton/Mile): 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Comnunications (SK/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll (SK/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  (SK/Year): 
Family Housing (SK/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visi t) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat <$/Visi t) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Distance: - - - - - - - - -  
861 mi 

1,208 mi 
347 mi 

=Hmecwier Assistance Program: 
UniquerAct iv i ty  Information: 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
C o m n i c a t i o n s  ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 

B O f P a y r o l l  ($K/Year): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /Vis i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /Vis i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeouner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 
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7 "1 INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5:oa) -"page 2 - 
Data As Of 16:19 05/08/1995, Report Created 18:18 05/16/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : 4PS stays i n  Orlando 
Scenario F i 1 e : iF: \USERS\XFER\COBRAS\NAVY \DONE\NPSORL2. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRAS\NAVY\N950M.SFF 

. -i;i.-'INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION . .. - 1 -  : ' . <,;+y .l. 2 , 
kr --zi. Name: NPS ORLANDO, FL 
- ,  . : , , . 

a " , ,a- ' . '>- . Tota l  o f f i c e r  Employees: 149 RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 0 
*:, Total  En l i s ted  Employees: 365 Communications ($K/Year): 0 

. h5-,;Total-Student Employees: 2,266 BOS Non-Payroll (BK/Year): 21,000 - Total C i v i l i a n  EnpLoyees: 194 BOS Payro l l  ($K/Year): 12,000 
Mi\ Families L iv ing  On Base: 0.0% Family Housing ($K/Year): 0 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 0.0% Area Cost Factor: 0.82 
Of f i ce r  Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  0 CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /Vis i t ) :  
En l i s ted  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  0 CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /Vis i t ) :  
Total Base Faci l i t ies(KSF): 1,089 CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 

.O f f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 216 A c t i v i t y  Code: 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 148 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 89 Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Freight Cost (S/Ton/Mile): 0.16 Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: SUBASE NEW LONDON, 

1-Time Unique Cost (SKI: 
1-Time Unique Save (SK): 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK): 
1-Time Moving Save (BK): 
Env Won-MiLCon Reqd($K): 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost (SKI: 
Ac t i v  Mission Save (SK): 
Misc Recurring Cost(LK): 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (LK): 
Construction Schedule(X): 
Shutdown Schedule ( X I :  
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc(SK): 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Fac i l  ShutDown(KSF): 

Name: WPNSTA CHARLESTON, SC 

I-Time Unique Cost (LK): 
I-Time Unique Save (SKI: 
1-Time Moving Cost (fK): 
1 -Ti me U o t i r n g j S H ~ V :  - 
Env Non-MI ICw-ReqdCSK) : 
Act i v  Mission Cost (SK): 
Ac t i v  Mission Save (SK): 
Hisc Recurring Cost(SK): 
Misc Recurring SaveCSK): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK): 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown ScheduielX)-:--- - 

MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Fac i l  ShutDown(KSF): 

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 - 0  
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
OX OX OX OX 
OX OX OX OX 

120,120 40,000 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 - 0  0 0 
0--" 0 0 0 
0 - 0  0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
OX OX OX OX 

a - -  OX 0% OX 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

OX 
ox- - - 

-- --- 
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7 "' -a ' INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08)  - Page 3 
Data -As Of 16:19 05/08/1995, Report Created 18:18 05/16/1995 

Department :NAVY 
Option Package : PS stays i n  Orlando 
Scenario F i l e  : f : \USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NAVY \DONE\NPSORI 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRAS\NAVY\N~~OM.SFF 

' , 

1996 1997 1998 - - - -  
0 

406 
0 
0 
0 

.. ' Ac t i v  Mission Cost (SKI: 
Ac t i v  Mission Save (SKI: 

. Misc Recurring Cost(SK): 
Misc Recurring Save(SK1: 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SKI: 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (XI: 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc(SK1: 
Fam Housing Avoidnc(SK): 
Procurement AvoidncCSK): 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 

_ CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
- Faci l  ShutDown(KSF): 

0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
OX ; 0% 0% OX 0% 
OX ' 0% OX 0% 100% 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 

100 Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

- INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: * NPS ORLANDO, FL a 

1996 1997 - - - -  - - - -  
Off Force Struc Change: 0 0 
En1 Force Struc Change: 0 0 
Civ Force Struc Change: 0 . o  
Stu Force Struc Change: 0 0 
Off Scenario Change: 0 0 
En1 Scenario Change: 0 0 
Civ Scenario Change: 0 0 
Off ChangeCNo Sal Save): 0 0 
En1 ChangeCNo Sal Save): 0 0 
Civ ChangeCNo Sal Save): 0 0 
Caretakers - Mi l i ta ry :  0 0 
Caretakers - C iv i l i an :  0 0 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name NPS ORLANDO, FL I 
Descript ion Categ New MilCon Rehab MiLCon Total Cost(SK) - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - - - * - -  - - - _ _ - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _  

ER -- 0 8,000 
BEQ MA1 Nf & OTlt ffLOCS 
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INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data As Of 16:19 05/08/1995, Report Created 18:18 05/16/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NPS stays i n  Orlando 
Scenar i 0 F i l e  : F: \USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NAVY\DONE\NPSORL2.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NAVY\N950M.SFF 

L~ * 
, ,-,' STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

.* .* I .<, T - 1 . P .  

'Ex -:-' 'l: Percent Of f i ce rs  Married: 
.a;,> * .? : &, 

71.70% Civ Ear ly  Ret i re  Pay Factor: 9.00% 
,, .*..Percent En l i s ted  Married: 
C . .*A. 60.10% P r i o r i t y  Placement Service: 60.00% 

Enl i s t e d  Housing H i  lCon: 
. ' S ,  

98.00% PPS Actions Involving PCS: 50.00% 
u 

r .  . Of f i ce r  Salary($/Year): 76,781.00 c i v i l i a n  PCS Costs ($1: 28,800.00 
h E _  x~T.. ~2 O f f  BAQ u i t h  Dependents($): 7,925.00 C i v i l i a n  New Hire Cost($): 

,c-y.= -r- s*.- 0.00 
,. En l i s ted  Salary(S/Year): 33,178.00 Nat Median Home Price($): 114,600.00 

-, . En1 BAQ u i t h  Dependents($): 5,251.00 Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Avg Unemploy Cost(S/Ueek) : 174.00 Max Home Sale Reinburs($): 22,385.00 
Unemployment E l ig ib i l i t y (Weeks) :  18 Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5 -00% 
C i v i l i a n  Salary($/Year): 50,827.00 Max Home Purch Reinburs($): 11,191 -00 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00% C i v i l i a n  Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Ear l y  Re t i re  Rate: 10.00% HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
C i v i l i a n  Regular R e t i r e  Rate: 5.00% HAP Homeouner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  R I F  Pay Factor: 39.00% RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
SF F i l e  Desc: NAVY O&M,N BRAC95 RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA Bui ld ing SF Cost Index: 0.93 
80s Index (RPMA vs populat ion):  0.54 

(Indices are used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor: 10.00% 
Caretaker Admin(SF/Care): 162.00 
Mothball Cost ($/SF): 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF): 294.00 
Avg Family Quarters(SF): 1-00 
APPDET.RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 
I n f o  Management Account: 
MilCon Design Rate: 
MilCon SIOH Rate: 
MilCon Contingency Plan Rate: 
Mi lcon S i te  Preparation Rate: 
Discount Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 
I n f l a t i o n  Rate fo r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

MateriaL/Assigned Person(Lb): 710 
HHG Per Of f  Family (Lb): 14,500.00 
HHG Per En1 Family (Lb): 9,000.00 
HHG Per M i l  Single (Lb): 6,400.00 
HHG Per C i v i l i a n  (Lb): 18,000.00 
Total HHG Cost ($/100Lb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport ($/Pass Mile):  0.20 
Misc Exp ($/Direct Enploy): 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton): 
M i l  L ight  Vehicle($/Mile): 
Heavy/Spec Vehicle($/Mile): 
POV Reimbursement($/Mi le) :  
Avg M i l  Tour Length (Years): 
Routine PCS($/Pers/Tour): 
One-Time O f f  PCS Cost($): 
One-Time Enl PCS Cost($): 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category UM S/UM Category UM $/UM - - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  
Horizontal (SY) 61 Optional Category A ( ) 0 

p t i o n a l  Category B ( 1 0 
p t i o n a l  -caregory t f 3 O 
pt ionat  Category D ( ) 0 

Adnin is t ra t ive (SF) 123 Optional Category E ( ) 0 
School Bui [dings (SF) 108 Optional Category F ( ) 0 
Maintenance Shops (SF) 102 Optional Category G ( 0 
Bachelor Quarters (SF) 96 Optional Category H ( 1 0 
Family Quarters (EA) 78,750 Optional Category I ( ) 0 
Covered Storage (SF) 94 Optional Category J ( ) 0 

m f i i i g + T c T S  t i es --=n - 165-- Fptionat€a€egiFfK - - T  T - 0 
Recreation F a c i l i t i e s  (SF) 120 Optional Category L ( ) 0 
Comnunications Fac i l  ( S F )  165 Oprional Category M ( ) 0 
Shipyard Maintenance ( S F )  129 OptionaL Category N ( ) 0 
RDT & E F a c i l i t i e s  ( S F )  160 Optional Category 0 ( ) 0 
POL Storage (EL) 12 Optional Category P ( ) 0 
Amnunition Storage ( S F )  160 OptionalCategoryD ( ) 0 
Medical F a c i l i t i e s  ( S F )  168 OptionalCategoryR ( 0 
Environmental ( 1 0 





COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 16:19 05/08/1995, Report Created 18:06 05/16/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Opt ion  Package . NPS s tays  i n  Orlando 

hSc;?nari$File : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NPSORL.CBR 
St)j F c t r s  F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NAVY\N950M.SFF 

S t a r t i n g  Year : 1996 
F i n a l  Year : 1996 
ROI Year : Imnediate 

NPV i n  2015(SK): -103,308 
I -Time Cost($K): 8,125 

Net Costs (SKI Constant D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 
- - - - - - - -  

Mi [Con -48,095 -22,085 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 0 0 
Moving 0 0 
Miss io  0 0 
Other -5,025 -4,371 

TOTAL -53,120 -26,456 -22,491 -19,476 -19,492 2,759 

1996 1997 1998 - - - -  1999 
- - - -  2000 - - - -  2001 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
O f f  0 0 0 0 0 0 
En l 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ  0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 0 0 0 0 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  0 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Stu  0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v  0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Sumnary: - - - - - - - -  

RETAIN Navy Nuclear Power School and NUCFLDASCOL ORLANDO 

To ta l  - - - - -  
-136,435 

0 
6,125 

0 
2,517 

-10,483 

To ta l  - - - - -  

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
0 

2,000 
0 

83 9 
0 

Do n o t  spend $144 m i l l i o n  t o  r e b u i l d  i n  Char leston (cos t  avoidance). 
Assumes $2 m i l l i o n  annual BOS costs  t o  remain i n  Orlando, and 8839k PCS costs  
annual 1 y. 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 16:19 05/08/1995, Report Created 18:06 05/16/1995 

Department : NAVY 
.-OGion Package : NPS stays in Orlando 
 enari arid Fi Le : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRAS\NPSORL .CBR 
Std Fctrs File : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NAVY\N950M.SFF 

, Costs (BK) 

Mi lCon 
Person 
Overhd 
Moving 
Missio 
Other 

Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 - - - -  - - - -  
8,000 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

TOTAL 8,000 0 .  0 2,839 2,964 2,839 

Savings (SK) Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 - - - -  - - - -  

Mi lCon 56,095 22,085 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 0 0 
Moving 0 0 
Missio 0 0 
Other 5,025 4,371 

TOTAL 61,120 26,456 22,491 22,315 22,456 80 

Total - - - - - 
8,000 

0 
6,125 

0 
2,517 

0 

Total - - - - -  
144,435 

0 
0 
0 
0 

10,483 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 
0 

2,000 
0 

839 
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 



NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) *. ,, Data As Of 16:19 05/08/1995, Report Created 18:06 05/16/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NPS stays i n  Orlando 

i ~ c e n a r  ia F i le  : F : \USERS\XFER\COBRAS\NPSORL . CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRAS\NAVY\N950M.SFF 

Year - - - -  
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 . 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
2010 
201 1 
2012 
2013 
2014 
2015 

Adjusted Cost($) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
-52,404,327 
-25,401,036 
-21,016,200 
-17,711,827 
-17,251,949 
2,376,575 
2,380,036 
2,316,336 
2,254,342 
2,194,007 
2,135,286 
2,078,138 
2,022,518 
1,968,388 
1,915,706 
1,864,434 
1,814,534 
1,765,970 
1,718,706 
1,672,706 



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/4 
17 Data As O f  16:19 05/08/1995, Report Created 18:06 05/16/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NPS stays i n  Orlando 

g~cenar  i3 F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NPSORL .CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NAVY\N950M.SFF 

( A l l  values i n  Dol lars)  

Category - - - - - - - -  
Construct ion 

M i l i t a r y  Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
C i v i l i a n  R I F  
C i v i l i a n  Ear ly  Retirement 
C i v i l i a n  New Hires 
El iminated M i l i t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
C i v i l i a n  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
Fre ight  
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Cost Sub-Total - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
E n v i r o m n t a l  M i t i g a t i o n  Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 0 

Total - Other 0 
- - - - - - _ _ - - * - - - _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

Total One-Time Costs 8,125,000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-T ime Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Construction Cost Avoidances 144,435,000 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental M i t i g a t i o n  Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 10,483,000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Total One-Time Savings 154,918,000 ------.-------__-------------------------------------------------------------- 
Total Net One-Time Costs -146,793,000 



. I ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/4 .. 7 Data As Of 16:19 05/08/1995, Report Created 18:06 05/16/1995 

Department : NAVY . 
Option Package : NPS stays i n  Orlando 

i Scenario F i l e  : F: \USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NPSORL .CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRAS\NAVY\N950M,SFF 

Base: SUBASE NEW LONDON, CT 
. ( A l l  values i n  Dol lars)  

I 

M i l i t a r y  Construction 
Family Housing Construct ion 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

o t a l  - Construction 

C i v i l i a n  R I F  
C i v i l i a n  Ear ly  Retirement 
C i v i l i a n  New Hires 
El iminated M i l i t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
C i v i l i a n  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental M i t i g a t i o n  Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Cost Sub-Total - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  

Tota l  One-Time Costs 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Construct ion Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental M i t i g a t i o n  Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 ------------------_-----------------.----------------------------------------- 

Total One-Time Savings 0 

Total Net One-Time Costs 0 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 3/4 
Data As Of 16:19 05/08/1995, Report Created 18:06 05/16/1995 

' Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NPS stays in Orlando 

I Scenark Fi Le : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRAS\NPSORL .CBR 
Std Fctrs File : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NAVY\N950M.SFF 

Base: WPNSTA CHARLESTON, SC 
, (ALL values in Dollars) 

?. Category - - - - - - - -  
Construction 

a! Military Construction 
= Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 
Personnel 

Civilian RIF 
' Civilian Early Retirement 

Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 
Overhead 

Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civi 1 ian PPS 
Military Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 
Other 

HAP / RSE 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other 

COS t Sub-Total - - - -  - - - - - - - - - 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Costs 0 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 144,435,000 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
Military Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Enviromntal Mitigation Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 ---_-_--__--.----------------------------------------------------------------- 

Total One-Time Savings 144,435,000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Net One-Time Costs -144,435,000 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4/4 . * Data As O f  16:19 05/08/1995, Report Created 18:06 05/16/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NPS stays i n  Orlando ' 

I Scenarie F i  l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NPSORL .CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i  Le : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRAS\NAVY\N950M,SFF 

. Base: , NPS ORLANDO, FL 

Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personne 1 
C i v i l i a n  R I F  
C i v i l i a n  Ear ly  Retirement 
C i v i l i a n  Men Hires 
El iminated M i l i t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
C i v i l i a n  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs. 

Total - Moving 

Cost Sub-Total - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental M i t i ga t i on  Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 0 

Total - Other 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Costs 8,125,000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental M i  t i g a t  i on  Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 10,483,000 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - * - - -  

Total One-Time Savings 10,483,000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Net One-Time Costs -2,358,000 



- .  
TOTAL M I L I T A R Y  CONSTRUCT1 

9 
D a t a  As Of 16:19  05 /08 /19  

D e p a r t m e n t  : N A V Y  

C o s t  
Avoid - - - - -  

0 
-144,435 

0 - - - - - - _ _ _  
-144,435 

T o t a l  
C o s t  - - - - -  

0 
-144,435 

8 ,000  
. - - - - - - - - - _  

-136,435 



Y CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 /4  
16:19 05/08/1995, Report Created 18:06 05/16/1995 

Department : NAVY 

New Total 
Cost* MilCon Cost* Cost* - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Construction Cost: 0 
Info Management Account: 0 

0 - Construction Cost Avoid: 144,435 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

TOTAL: -144,435 

' * ALL MilCon Costs include Design, Site Preparation, Contingency Planning, and 
SIOH Costs where applicable. 



- .  
~cenar :O F i 1; : F: \USERS\XFER\COBRA~\NPSORL . CBR 
Std Fctrs File : F:\US€RS\XFER\COBRA~\NAVY\N~~OM.SFF 

New New Total 
' Cost* MilCon Cost* Cost* ..----- - - - - -  - - - - -  

0 . n/a 8,000 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Construction Cost: 8,000 

+ Info Management Account: ' 0 
+ Land Purchases: 0 - Construction Cost Avoid: 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

TOTAL : 8,000 

r .f 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3/4 
Data As Of 16:19 05/08/1995, Report Created 18:06 05/16/199 

Department : NAVY . Option Package : UPS stavs in Orlando 

* ALL MilCon Costs include Design, Site Preparation, Contingency Planning, and 
SIOH Costs where applicable. 



ERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
6:19 05/08/1995, Report Created 18:06 05/16/1995 

Department :NAVY 
, OptioncPackage : NPS stays i n  Orlando 

Scenario F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NPSORL.CBR 
' Std Fctrs  F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NAVY\N950M.SFF 

Pr i o r  t o  BRAC Action): 
Students - - - - - - - - - -  

2,164 

Students - - - - - - - - - -  
7,419 2,164 

UMMARY FOR: WPNSTA CHARLESTON, SC 

BASE POPULATION ( F Y  1996, Pr io r  t o  BRAC Action): 
Of f i ce rs  Enl is ted Students - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

145 1,695 67 

BASE POPULATION (A f te r  BRAC Action): 
Of f i ce rs  Enl is ted Students 

. - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  
145 1,695 67 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996): 
Of f i ce rs  Enl is ted - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

149 365 

FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

Of f i ce rs  0 0 0 
Enl is ted 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 
C iv i  1 ians 0 0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 0 

BASE POPULATION (Pr ior  t o  BRAC Action): 
Of f i ce rs  En1 i s t ed  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

149 365 

BASE POPULATION (Af ter  BRAC Action): 
Of f i ce rs  En1 i s t ed  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

149 . 365 

Civ i l i ans  - - - - - - - - - -  
1,015 

Civ i l i ans  - - - - - - - - - -  
1,015 

Civ i l i ans  - - - - - - - - - -  
727 

Civ i l i ans  - - - - - - - - - -  
72 7 

Students C i v i l i ans  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  
2,266 194 

1999 2000 2001 Total - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

Students C iv i l i ans  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  
2,266 124 

Students C i v i l i ans  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  
2,266 124 



t i ,  ir  : 
TOTAL PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/4 ., , Data As Of 16:19 05/08/1995, Report Created 18:06 05/16/1995 

Department :NAVY . Option,Package : NPS stays in Orlando 
Scenaria Fi le : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NPSORL .CBR 
Std Fctrs File : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NAVY\N950M.SFF 

Rate - - - -  
SITIONS REALIGNING W T  

i arly Retirement* 10.00% 
egular Retirement* 5.00% 
ivil ian Turnover* 15.00% 
ivs'Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
ivilians Moving (the remainder) 
ivilian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 

. Civilian Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
Priority Placement# 60.00% 
Civilians Available to Move 
Civilians Moving 
Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 

2001 Total - - - -  - - - - -  
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Civilians Moving ~ 0 0 0 0 0  0 
New Civilians Hired 0 0 0 0 0 - 0  0 
Other Civilian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civi 1 ian Turnover, and Civi 1 ians Not 
Uilling to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

+ The Percentage of Civilians Not Willing to Move (Voluntary RIFs) varies from 
base to base. 

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.00% 



2 

IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/4 
7 Data As Of 16:19 05/08/1995, Report Created 18:06 05/16/1995 

Department : NAVY 
, Opt io~Package  : NPS stays i n  Orlando 

Scenario F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NPSORL.CBR 
F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NAVY\N9S0MOMSFF 

CT Rate 1996 1997 1998 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
0 0 0 

10.00% 0 0 0 
5.00% 0 0 0 

15.00% 0 0 0 
X O O O  

0 0 0  
0 0 0  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 0 0 0  
Ear l y  Retirement 10.00% 0 0 0 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 0 0 0 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 0 0 0 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  Avai lab le t o  Move 0 0 0  
C i v i l i a n s  Moving 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( the remainder) 0 0 0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING I N  0 0 0 0 0 0  
C i v i l i a n s  Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0  
New C i v i l i a n s  Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0  
Other C i v i l i a n  Addit ions 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Tota l  - - - - -  
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RlFS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
T O T A L C l V I L I A N P R I O R I T Y P L A C E M E N T S #  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

* Ear ly  Retirements, Regular Retirements, ~ ' i v i l i a n  Turnover, and C i v i l i a n s  Not 
W i l l i n g  t o  Move are not  appl icable f o r  moves under f i f t y  miles. 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements involve a Permanent Change o f  Station. The r a t e  
o f  PPS placements invo lv ing  a PCS i s  50.00% 



ERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3/4 
O f  16:19 05/08/1995, Report Created 18:06 05/16/1995 

Department :NAVY 
, Optiop Package : NPS stays in Orlando 

Scenario File : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRAS\NPSORL.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NAVY\N950M.SFF 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 

, Civilian Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
Priority Placement# 60.00% 
Civilians Available to Move 
Civilians Moving 
Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 
Civilians Moving 
New Civilians Hired 
Other Civilian Additions 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 

Total ----- 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not 
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.00% 



MPACT REPORT 
05/08/1995, Report Created 18:06 05/16/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Optio? Package : NPS stays i n  Orlando 
Scenario F i  l e  : F: \USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NPSORL. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i  l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NAVY\N950M.SFF 

I *  
, 3 ". 

, -r.^,. Base: NPS ORLANDO, FL 
+ ..*<, --* * 

Rate 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  
2~ - ,( * , ! P  -,, *?.-;' ' , , - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  _ - - _  _ _ _ _ _  
- i L:~$L;CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT o o o o o o  o 
3.: :; T;${%;@ar 1 Ret i rement* 

L -.?,? T. 10.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
.:. ;~~;trrRegular Retirement* 

'1 
5.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

, -; '= :C iv i l i an  Turnover* 15.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
c ' ~ , i < $ ~ ~ ~ i v s N o t M o v i n g ( R I F s ) *  0.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 

,i?' " 
0 

> ,  ! ? ,#~ iv i l i ans -Mov ing  ( the  remainder) 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
C i v i l i a n  Posi t ions Avai lab le 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
- Ear ly  Retirement 10.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Regular Retirement 5.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CivsNotMov ing(RIFs) *  0.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  Avai lab le t o  Move 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( the remainder) 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING I N  0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
New C i v i l i a n s  Hi red 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Other C i v i l i a n  Addit ions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 . 0  0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

* Ear ly  Retirements, Regular Retirements, C i v i l i a n  Turnover, and C i v i l i a n s  Not 
W i l l i n g  t o  Move are not  appl icable f o r  moves under f i f t y  miles. 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  PLacements involve a Permanent Change o f  Station. The r a t e  
o f  PPS placements involv ing a PCS i s  50.00% 
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TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 1/12 

% Data As Of 16:19 05/08/1995, Report Created 18:06 05/16/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Opti?n Package : NPS stays in Orlando 
Scenario File : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NPSORL.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NAVY\N950M.SFF 

1997 1998 - - - -  - - - -  

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

Per Diem 0 0 0 
POV Miles 0 0 0 
Home Purch 0 0 0 
HHG 0 0 0 
Misc 0 0 0 
House Hunt 0 0 0 
PPS 0 0 0 
RITA 0 0 0 
FREIGHT 
Packing 0 0 0 
Freight 0 0 0 
Vehicles 0 0 0 
Driving 0 0 0 
Unemployment 0 0 0 
OTHER 
Program Plan 0 0 0 
Shutdown 0 0 0 
New Hire 0 0 0 
1-Time Move 0 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 
Per Diem 0 0 0 
POV Miles 0 0 0 
HHG 0 0 0 
Misc 0 0 0 
OTHER 
Elim PCS 0 0 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 0 0 
Enviromntal 0 0 0 
Info Manage 0 0 0 
1-Time Other 0 0 0 
TOTAL ONE-TIME 8,000 0 0 

Total - - - - -  



.. 8 

- - 

TOTAL APPROPR BRA 6 - 0 8 >  - Paae 2/12 " 
Data As Of 16:19 05/08/1995, Report Created 18:06 05/i6/1&5 

Department : NAVY 
, Optizn Package : NPS stays i n  Orlando 

Scenario F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NPSORL.CBR ' 

Std Fctrs  F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NAVY\N950M.SFF 

1996 . 1997 1998 - - - -  - - - -  
0 0 

4 0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

OTHER 
Mission 0 0 0 
Misc Recur 0 0 0 
Unique Other 0 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 0 0 

Total - - - - -  
0 

. Beyond . - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL COST . 8,000 0 0 

ONE-TIME SAVES - - - - -  ($K)-----  
CONSTRUCT ION' 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total - - - - -  

RECURRINGSAVES - - - - -  (SKI - - - - -  
FAM HWSE OPS 
O&M 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House A l lou  

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 61,120 26,456 22,491 
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TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS D E ~ I L  REPORT (COBRA "5.08) - Page 3/12 
Data As Of 16:19 05/08/1995, Report Created 18:06 05/16/1995 , 

Department : NAVY 
, Optign Package : UPS stays i n  Orlando 

Scenario F i l e  : F: \USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NPSORL. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NAVY\N950M.SFF 

1997 1998 - - - -  - - - -  
-22,085 -22,085 

0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 

HAP / RSE 0 0 0 
. Environmental 0 0 0 

I n f o  Manage 0 0 0 
1-Time Other -5,025 -4,371 -406 
Land 0 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME -48,095 -22,085 -22,085 

RECURRING NET - - - - -  (SKI----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
OgM 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ  Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i l  Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL NET COST -53,120 -26,456 -22,491 -19,476 -19,492 2,759 

Tota l  - - - - -  

Tota l  - - - - -  
0 



APPROPRiATlONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4/12 
Data As Of 16:19 05/08/1995, Report Created 18:06 05/16/1995 

Department : NAVY 
, O p f i ~  Package : NPS stays in Orlando 

Scenario File : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRAS\HPSORL.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NAVY\N950M.SFF 

Base: SUBASE NEW LONDON, CT 
ONE-TIME COSTS 1996 1997 1998 - - - - -  (SKI----- - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

I - -  4 . 'CONSTRUCTION 
'MILCON 0 0 0 
Fam Housing 0 0 0 
'Land Purch 0 0 0 
o&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIFs 0 0 0 
Civ Retire 0 0 0 

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 0 0 0 

, POV Miles 0 0 0 
Home Purch 0 0 0 
HHG 0 0 0 
Misc 0 0 0 
House Hunt 0 0 0 
PPS 0 0 0 
RITA 0 0 0 
FREIGHT 
Packing . 0 0 0 
Freight 0 0 0 
Vehicles 0 0 0 
Driving 0 0 0 
Unemployment 0 0 0 
OTHER 
Program Plan 0 0 0 
Shutdown 0 0 0 
New Hires 0 0 0 
I-Time Move 0 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 
Per Diem 0 0 0 
POV Miles ' :  0 0 
HHG 0 0 
Misc 0 0 0 
OTHER 
Elim PCS 0 0 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 0 0 
Environmental 0 0 0 
Info Manage 0 0 0 
1-Time Other 0 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 0 0 0 

Total - - - - -  



Data As Of 16:19 05/08/1995, Report Created 18:06 05/16/1995 

Department :NAVY . O@i,on Package : NPS stays i n  Orlando 
Scenario F i te  : F :\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NPSORL. CBR 

RAS\NAVY\N950M.SFF 

1997 1998 - -  - - - -  - - 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 0 0 0 
En1 Salary 0 0 0 
House A l l o u  0 0 0 

OTHER 
Mission 0 0 0 
Misc Recur 0 0 0 
Unique Other 0 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 0 0 

Total - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL COSTS 

ONE-TIME SAVES - - - - -  ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
I-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i  1 Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Envi rotmental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total - - - - -  

RECURRINGSAVES ---- ($K)--- - -  
FAM HWSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota l  - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 
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APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 6/12 
Data As Of 16:19 05/08/1995, Report Created 18:06 05/16/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Op$iog Package : NPS stays in Orlando 
Scenario F i  l e  : F: \USERS\XFER\COBRAS\NPSORL .CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NAVY\N9S0MOMSFF 

se: SUBASE NEW LONDON, CT 
1996 - - - -  

0 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
Civ Retir /RIF 
Civ Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 

' Environmental 
I n f o  Manage 
I-Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRING NET - - - - -  (SKI----- 
FAM HWSE OPS 
O&M 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i l  Salary 
House A l l o u  

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL NET COST 0 

Tota l  - - - - -  
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

' 0 
0 
0 
0 

Tota l  - - - - -  
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
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RA vS.08) - Page 7/12 .'I Data As O f  16:19 05/08/1995, Report Created 18:06 05/16/1995 

Department . : NAVY . qOpticp Package : NPS stays i n  Orlando 
Scefiario F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRAS\NPSORL.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NAVY\N950M.SFF 

" < .  . 2, .: :, ; ... Base: WPNSTA 
. "*?I-"ONE-TIME COST 

*: **&%,.: - - -- ($K)- - - 
Y . . ,gl; ,@i :,kNSTRU . . 

cl' I?I$! MILCON .: * " j  * F m H o  

Tota l  - - - - -  

CIV SALARY 
Civ RIFs 
Civ Re t i re  

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Mi les 
Home Purch 
HHG 
Misc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
R I T A  

FREIGHT 
Packing 
Freight 
Vehicles 
Dr i v ing  

Unemployment 
I 1 OTHER 

Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New Hires 
1-Time Move 

nrL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 
POV Mi les 
HHG 
Misc 

OTHER 
ELim PCS 0 0 0 0 0 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Envi rormental 0 0 0 0 0 0 
I n f o  Manage 0 0 0 0 0 0 
I-Time Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TI ME 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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PORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 8/12 
Data As Of 16:19 05/08/1995, Report Created 18:06 05/16/1995 

Department : NAVY 
,, O p t i q  Package : NPS stays i n  Orlando 

Scertario F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRAS\NPSORL.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NAVY\N950M.SFF 

1997 1998 - - - -  - - - -  
0 0 

0 0 
' 0 -. 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

Of f  Salary 0 0 0 
. En1 Salary 0 0 0 

House Allow 0 0 0 
OTHER 
Mission 0 0 0 
Misc Recur 0 0 0 
Unique Other 0 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 0 0 

Total - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL COSTS . 0 0 0 

ONE-TIME SAVES - - - - -  ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 
Fam Housing 

OgM 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Envirorunental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total - - - - -  

RECURRINGSAVES - - - - -  (SKI - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
OBM 
RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Civ  Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
.Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 56,095 22,085 22,085 
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APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 9/12 . , . Data As Of 16:19 05/08/1995, Report Created 18:06 05/16/1995 

Department :NAVY 
, OpRiop Package : NPS stays i n  Orlando 

Scenario F i  l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRAS\NPSORL.CBR 
s F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NAVY\N950MOMSFF 

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  2001 - - - -  
-22,085 -22,085 -22,085 -22,085 0 

0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 

OTHER 
, HAP / RSE 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Environmental 0 0 0 0 0 0 
I n f o  Manage 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Land 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME -56,095 -22,085 -22,085 -22,085 -22,085 0 

RECURRING NET - - - - -  ($K) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
08M 

RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ  Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i l  Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTALNETCOST -56,095 -22,085 -22,085 -22,085 -22,085 0 

Total - - - - -  

Tota l  - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 
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APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) .. . Data As Of 16:19 05/08/1995, Report Creat 

Department :NAVY 
(3Pt'ioa Package : NPS stays in Orlando 
Scenario Fi le : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NPSORL .CBR 
Std Fctrs File : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NAVY\N95OM.SFF 

1997 1998 - - - -  - - - -  
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Dff Salary 0 0 0 

. En1 Salary 0 0 0 
House Allow 0 0 0 

OTHER 
Mission 0 0 0 
Misc Recur 0 0 0 
Unique Other 0 0 0 
TOTAL RECUR 0 0 0 

TOTAL COSTS 8,000 0 0 

Total Beyond - - - - -  - - - - - -  
0 0 

ONE-TIME SAVES - - - - -  ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

OBM 
1-Time Hove 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Moving 
OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental 
I-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total - - - - -  

RECURRINGSAVES - - - - -  (SK)----- 
FAM HWSE OPS 
om 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House A 1 l ow 

OTHER' 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 
TOTAL RECUR 

Total Beyond - - - - -  - - - - - -  
0 0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 
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APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 12/12 
-I 7 Data As Of 16:19 05/08/1995, Report Created 18:06 05/16/1995 

Dvpartment : NAVY 
* ~ ~ t i b n ~ a c k a g e  : NPS stays in Orlando 

Scenario F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NPSORL.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NAW\W950M.SFF 

1997 1998 - - - -  - - - -  
0 0 
0 . o  

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
0 0 

OTHER 
, HAP / RSE 0 0 0 

Environmental 0 0 0 
I n f o  Manage 0 0 0 
?-Time Other -5,025 -4,371 -406 
Land 0 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 2,975 -4,371 -406 

Tota l  - - - - -  

RECURRING NET - - - - -  ( S K I - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i l  Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota l  - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL NET COST 2,975 -4,371 -406 



. . ? U p  , 
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PERSONNEL, SF, RPMA, AND BOS DELTAS (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 16:19 05/08/1995, Report Created 18:06 05/16/1995 

Dfpartment : NAVY 
' ~ ~ t i ' o n ' ~ a c k a g e  : NPS s tays  in Orlando 

Scenario F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRAS\NPSORL.CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i  Le : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NAVY\N950M. SFF 

Personnel 
~, Base Change %Change - - - -  ------ - - - - - - -  

. . -  SUBASE NEU LONDON 0 OX 
UPNSTA CHARLESTON 0 0% 
NPS ORLANDO 0 OX 

Base Change %Change Chg/Per - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  
SUBASE NEW LONDON 0 0% 0 
WPNSTA CHARLESTON 0 0% 0 
NPS ORLANDO 0 0% 0 

RPMABOS(S) 
Base - - - -  Change %Change Chg/Per - - - - - -  - - _ _ - _ -  _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
SUBASE NEW LONDON 0 0% 0 
WPNSTA CHARLESTON 0 0% 0 
NPS ORLANDO 0 0% 0 

SF 
Change %Change Chg/Per - - - - - -  - - _ - - - -  - - _ _ _ _ _  

0 0% 0 
0 0% 0 

100,000 -9% 0 

BOS($) 
Change %Change Chg/Per - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  _ - _ _ _ _ _  

0 0% 0 
0 0% 0 
0 OX 0 



PMA/BOS CHANCE REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
: 19 05/08/1995, Report Created 18:06 05/16/1995 

Department : NAVY 
&t iow package : NPS stays in  Orlando 
Scecario F i  l e  : F: \USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NPSORL .CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NAVY\N95WFF 

Total - - - - -  
0 
0 
0 

, - - - - - - -  

0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 
0 
0 - - - - - -  
0 
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INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08)  
Data As Of 16:19 05/08/1995, Report Created 18:06 05/16/1995 

. ~ b r t r a e n t  : NAVY 
option?ackage : NPS stays i n  Orlando 
Scenario F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRAS\NPSORL.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NAVY\N95OM.SFF 

. , INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 
, - 

* , 5 ,  &'z:. t 

7 - . * t  i-%*,. ; Base'j~ame Strategy: - - - ------  - - - - - - - - -  
SUBASE NEW LONDON, CT Rea 1 i gnment 
WPNSTA CHARLESTON, SC Real i g m n t  
NPS ORLANDO, FL Realignment 

S m r y :  - - - - - - - -  

RETAIN Navy Nuclear Power School and NUCFLOASCOL ORLANDO 

Do not  spend $144 m i l l i o n  t o  r e b u i l d  i n  Charleston (cost avoidance). 
Assumes $2 m i l l i o n  annual BOS costs t o  remain i n  Orlando, and 8839k PCS costs 
annua 1 1 y . 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: To Base: - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  
SUBASE NEW LONDON, CT UPNSTA CHARLESTON, SC 
SUBASE NEW LONDON, CT NPS ORLANDO, FL 
UPNSTA CHARLESTON, SC NPS ORLANDO, FL 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: SUBASE NEW LONDON, CT 

Tota l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 
Tota l  En l i s ted  Employees: 
Tota l  Student Employees: 
Tota l  C i v i l i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
O f f i c e r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
En l i s ted  Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  
Total Base Facil it ies(KSF1: 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Fre ight  Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 

Name: WPNSTA CHARLESTON, SC 

Total O f f i c e r  Employees: 
Tota l  En l i s ted  Employees: 
Tota l  Student Employees: 
Total C i v i l i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Famil ies L i v i n g  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
O f f i c e r  Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  
En l i s ted  Housing Un i ts  Avail: 
Total Base Faci l i t ies(KSF): 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 

RPMA Non-Payroll (SK/Year): 
Comnunications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Family Housing (SK/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /Vis i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Distance: - - - - - - - - -  
861 mi 

1,208 mi 
347 mi 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Comnunications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /Vis i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /Vis i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 

Yes 
N 0 
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,&artment : NAVY 
optiontackage : NPS stays in Orlando 
Scenario File : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NPSORL.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NAVY\N95OM.SFF 

, . -'* r . INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

149 RPMA Non-Payroll (SK/Year): 
Total Enlisted ~kplb~ees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Civilian Employees: 
Mil Families Living On Base: 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Facitities(KSF): 
Officer VHA ($/Month): 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost (S/Ton/Mi le): 

Comnunications (SK/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll (SK/Year): 
BOS Payroll (SK/Year): 
Family Housing (SK/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 

Name: SUBASE NEW LONDON, 

1-Time Unique Cost (SK): 
1-Time Unique Save (SKI: 
I-Time Moving Cost (SKI: 
1-Time Moving Save (8K): 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd(SK): 
Activ Mission Cost (SK): 
Activ Mission Save (SKI: 
Misc Recurring Cost(SK): 
Misc Recurring Save(SK): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SKI: 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (XI: 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc(SK): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc(SK): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown(KSF): 

Name: UPNSTA CHARLESTON, 

I-Time Unique Cost (SK): 
1-Time Unique Save (SK): 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK): 
1-Time Moving Save (SK): 
Env Non-Mi lCon Reqd($K) : 
Activ Mission Cost (SKI: 
Activ Mission Save (SKI: 
Misc Recurring Cost(SK): 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SKI: 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (X): 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc(SK): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc(SK): 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown(KSF): 

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% OX 0% OX 
OX 0% OX OX 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDoun: 

22,085 22,085 22,085 22,085 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDoun: 
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*papnent : NAVY 
w 

option%ackage : NPS stays i n  Orlando 
Scenario F i l e  : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NPSORL.CBR 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  
0 0 

230 371 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

839 839 
Ac t i v  Mission Save (SKI: 0 0 0 0 0 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 0 0 0 2,000 2.000 
.Misc Recurring SaveCSK): 0 0 0 0 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (OK): 0 0 0 0 0 
Construction Schedule(%): 100% 0% OX 0% 0% 
Shutdown Schedule ( X ) :  0% OX OX OX 100% 
MiLCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc(OK): 0 0 0 0 0 
Procurement Avoidnc(SK): 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
Faci l  ShutOown(KSF): 100 Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: NPS ORLANDO, FL 

Of f  Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 
Civ Force Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 
O f f  Scenario Change: 
En1 Scenario Change: 
Civ Scenario Change: 
Of f  ChangeCNo Sal Save): 
En1 ChangeCNo Sat Save): 
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 
Caretakers - M i l i t a r y :  
Caretakers - C i v i l i a n :  

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY 

Name: NPS ORLANDO, FL 

1997 1998 1999 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 - 70 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Descr ip t ion Categ New M i  lCon Rehab M i  [Con - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  
OTHER 0 0 

BEP MAINT & OTH BLOCS 

Tota l  CostCSK) - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
8.000 
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,~jpa)tment : NAVY 
~ ~ p t i o n ~ ~ a c k a g e  : NPS stays in Orlando 
Scenario File : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NPSORL.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : F:\USERS\XFER\COBRA5\NAVY\N950M.SFF 

, . . STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 
' Percent Officers Married: 71.70% 
Percent Enlisted Married: 60.10% 
Enlisted Housing Milcon: 98.00% 
Officer Salary(S/Year): 76,781.00 
Off BAQ with Dependents($): 7,925.00 
Enlisted Salary($/Year): 33,178.00 
En1 BAQ with Dependents($): 5,251.00 
Avg Unemploy Cost($/Ueek) : 174.00 
Unenployment ELigibility(Ueeks): 18 
Civilian Salary(S/Year): 50,827.00 
Civilian Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
,Civilian Early Retire Rate: 10.00% 
Civilian Regular Retire Rate: 5.00% 
Civilian RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% 
SF File Desc: NAVY O&M,N BRAC95 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TUO - FACILITIES 
RPMA Building SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs population): 0.54 

(Indices are used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor: 10.00% 
Caretaker Admin(SF/Care): 162.00 
Mothball Cost ($/SF): 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF1: 294.00 
Avg Family QuartersCSF): 1-00 
APPDET.RPT Inflation Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Civ Early Retire Pay Factor: 9.00% 
Priority Placement Service: 60.00% 
PPS Actions Involving PCS: 50.00% 
Civilian PCS Costs ( 0 ) :  28,800.00 
Civilian Neu Hire Cost($): 0.00 
Mat Median Home Price($): 114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reirnburs($): 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Max Home Purch Reimburs($): 11,191.00 
Civilian Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 
Info Management Account: 
MilCon Design Rate: 
MilCon SIOH Rate: 
MilCon Contingency Plan Rate: 
MilCon Site Preparation Rate: 
Discount Rate for NPV.RPT/ROI: 
Inflation Rate for NPV.RPT/ROI: 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Material/Assigned PersoncLb): 710 
HHG Per Off Family (Lb): 14,500.00 
HHG Per En1 Family (Lb): 9,000.00 
HHG Per Mil Single (Lb): 6,400.00 
HHG Per Civilian (Lb): 18,000.00 
Total HHG Cost (b/100Lb): 35.00 
Air Transport ($/Pass Mile): 0.20 
Misc Exp ($/Direct Employ): 700.00 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY 
Category - - - - - - - -  
Horizontal 
Uaterfront 
Air Operations 
Operational 
Administrative 
School Buildings 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
Family Quarters 
Covered Storage 
Dining Facilities 
Recreation Facilities 
Comnunications Facil 
Shipyard Maintenance 
RDT & E Facilities 
POL Storage 
Amnition Storage 
Medical Facilities 
Environmental 

UM - - 
(SY) 
(LF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(EA) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(BL) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
( ) 

Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton): 
Mil Light Vehicle(B/Mile): 
Heavy/Spec Vehicle($/Mi le): 
POV Reimbursement($/Mile): 
Avg Mil Tour Length (Years): 
Routine PCS(S/Pers/Tour): 
One-Time Off PCS Cost($): 
One-Time Enl PCS Cost($): 

CONSTRUCTION 

Category UM B/UM ---.---- - - - - - -  
OptionalCategoryA (. ) 0 
Optional Category B ( ) 0 
Optional Category C ( ) 0 
Optional Category D ( ) 0 
Optional Category E ( ) 0 
Optional Category F ( ) 0 
Optional Category G ( ) 0 
Optional Category H ( ) 0 
Optional Category I ( ) 0 
Optional Category J ( ) 0 
Optional Category K ( ) 0 
Optional Category L ( ) 0 
Optional Category M ( ) 0 
Optional Category N ( ) 0 
Optional Category 0 ( ) 0 
OptionalCategoryP ( ) 0 
Optional Category Q ( ) 0 
Optional Category R ( ) 0 



Document Sepal-ator 



EXECUTIVE CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING SYS'IZlVf (ECTS) # 

TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED 
Prepue Reply for Chainrrul's S i  I h p v c  Reply focC 

' ' uls S i  

b p y c  Reply for staff Dircdar's S i  * p v c ~ R c s p o a r e  

ACTION: Offer Camnents andor S ~ * O I L P  Fn 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

WASHINGTON, DC 20310-0200 

May 15 1995 

Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 

1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
ATTN: Mr Brown 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Brown, 

As requested on 1 1 May 1995, you requested The Army Basing Study to analyze the 
following scenario 

Close Letterkenny by moving the tactical missile storage, conventional ammunition 
storage, disassembly and assemble, all "up round maintenance", and recertification to 
Seneca Army Depot, NY, move the electronic guidance system work to Tobyhanna Army 
Depot, and move the artillery mission to Anniston Army Depot, AL. 

This scenario differs ftom the current DoD recommendation by moving all knctions 
scheduled to be preformed by Letterkenny Activity (Tobyhanna) to Seneca Army Depot to 
include changing the conventional ammunition tiering ratings. The only difference in distance is 
that Seneca is 8 miles closer. However, 45 miles of the distance is two lane road. 

This scenario requires the relocation of all ammunition and tactical missiles to be moved 
to Seneca, Seneca has less than half the igloos required for this mission. The cost to build 
approximately 460 igloos is $18 1 M. Additionally, Seneca only has 1 1,000 acres of buildable 
acres which is inadequate to support this many igloos let alone meet the safety requirements. This 
makes this alternative totally infeasible. 

The "up round" maintenance mission would require approximately 250 KSQFT of 
specialized maintenance facilities to house the test equipment, chambers and clean rooms 
necessary to perform the specific work on each missile system. Additionally, the number of 
people required to transfer to meet the mission requirements would be approximately 900. 

The following one-time cost and savings estimates are projected 



1 -TIME 
COST -- 

Overhead $23 M 
Personnel movement $ 6 M 
Construction $200 M 
(460 igloos + maint. facilities) 
Moving Costs $111 M 
(ammo, equipment, etc) 
Inventory transfer $ 8 M 
FAT $ I M  
Equipment Purchase $ 3 M 

RECURRING ANNUAL 
SAVINGS 

RPMAIBOS $ 35M 
Personnel elimin $ 55 M 
(1 700) 
Misc $ 1 M  

Total $ 91 M 

Total $352 M 

The estimated steady state savings is approximately $9 1 M with a return on investment of 
4-5 years. This scenario takes 5 times longer to get a return on investment and is 700% as 
costly. 

BOTTOM LINE: This alternative is neither supportable nor preferable to the current 
DoD recommendations. Furthermore, Seneca Army Depot does not have the buildable acres to 
expand its ammunition area to twice it current size. Moreover, the cost to change the 
conventional ammunition tiering program has not been considered in the above calculations. This 
reply was coordinated with the U.S. Arrny Materiel Command 

Michael G. Jones 
Colonel, U.S. Army 
Director, The Arrny Basing Study 
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REPLY TO 
ATTENTION OF 

May 10, 1995 

The Honorable Allen J. Dixon 
Chairman Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

200 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0200 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

At a recent GAO hearing, the Commission expressed an interest in the Army's family housing 
policy as it relates to our recommendations which dispose of family housing. Army housing is a 
crucial quality of life issue that has direct impact on personnel readiness and retention. However, 
we do not believe that the Army should retain all current family housing. Rather, a more 
innovative approach is required, one which recognizes the reality of inadequate funding, cultural 
and demographic changes, and the availability/suitability of existing housing. To that end, the 
Army has established a three-pronged strategy to meet the requirements of the 21st century. 

(a) Plus-up finding. Acquiring additional appropriated finds will help solve some of 
housing program's problems. However, we do not expect the amount of money needed to be 
available. 

(b) Divest/Demolish. Disposing of units that are excess or uneconomically repairable is 
an important part of our strategy. We intend to focus on areas where market surveys indicate that 
affordable housing is widely available. Approximately 5,000 units are scheduled for disposal over 
the next five years. 

(c) Transition to business operation.privatization. The Business Occupancy Program 
(BOP) has been implemented at 4 prototype installations and will be expanded Army-wide by 1 
Oct 95. Under the BOP, fbnds are allocated at a rate equivalent to the BAQNHA of housing 
occupants. This funding stream will necessitate a transition to a more business-like approach to 
operating and maintaining housing. In addition, a DoD Housing Tiger Team is drafting legislation 
that will allow the Government to leverage funds by partnering with the private sector to acquire 
and revitalize housing. 

Printed on @ Recycled Paper 



Each of the Army's BRAC recommendations were difficult to make. Those involving 
quality of life issues were even more so. Our recommendations to the Commission support the 
Army's policy on housing and best serve the total Army Family. 

TABS point of contact for this action is Mr. Joseph Vallone, (703) 614-65 13. 

Director of Management 
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WASHINGTON OFFICE: 
2416 RAYBURN BUILDING 
WASHINGTON. DC 20515 

(202) 225-2076 

DISTRICT OFFICES: 
74 WEST MAIN STREET 

NORWICH. CT 06360 
(203) 88W139 

QCongreSS o f  tlje fHniteb a ta t e$  
$$louse of Nepregentatibes 

Wae"fiington, $)(a: 20525 
May 15, 1995 

SAM GEJDENSON 
2D DISTRICT 

CONNECTICUT 

COMMITTEE ON 
INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS 

RANKING MEMBER 
SUBCOMMIVEE ON 

INTERNATIONAL ECONOMK 
POLICY AND TRADE 

~UBCOMM~TTEE ON 
ASIA AND THE PACIFIC 

The Honorable A1 Cornella 
Commissioner 
The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209  

Dear Commissioner Cornella: 

Thank you for coming to Connecticut on May 1 to tour our 
state's BRAC affected military facilities. I enjoyed meeting you 
for coffee and I hope the day was helpful to you. On behalf of the 
Connecticut Congressional delegation, I am writing to request a 
meeting with you and some of my constituents to discuss the 
affected Navy facilities in southeastern Connecticut. 

As you know, the DoD has recommended that the New London 
detachment of the Naval Undersea Warfare Center be disestablished 
and that the Naval Nuclear Power Propulsion Training Center be 
redirected to Charleston. South Carolina. As the congressional 
delegation and the New London community testified in New York, we 
feel these recommendations are supported by faulty Navy data and 
should be rejected. 

We would like to meet with you to make our presentations. The 
community will be happy to meet either in my Congressional office 
or at any other convenient location for you. Should you have any 
further questions, please have your staff contact Jim Wall of my 
staff at ( 2 0 2 )  2 2 5 - 2 0 7 6 .  

Thank you for your consideration. I look forward to meeting 
with you. 

Member of Congress 

THIS STATIONERY PRINTED ON PAPER MADE WITH RECYCLED FIBERS 



WASHINGTON OFFICE: 
2416 RAVEURN BUILDING 
WASHINGTON, DC 20515 

(2021 225-2076 

DISTRICT OFFICES: 
74 WEST MAIN STREET 

NORWICH, CT 06360 
1203) 8860139 

WHae'hington, BC20515 
May 15, 1995 

SAM GEJDENSON 
2D DISTRICT 

CONNECTICUT 

The Honorable Joe Robles 
Commissioner 
The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 5.px *, 2 ,.. #d t .. . - , ,- . . "  <. >,.; ; :$ :$ ms- t:f c ' i a -  I6 \.-$?ff mw41y.6, 
Dear Commissioner Robles: 

On behalf of the Connecticut Congressional delegation, I am 
writing to request a meeting with you and some of my constituents 
to discuss possible BRAC affected Navy facilities in southeastern 
Connecticut. 

As you know, the DoD has recommended that the New London 
detachment of the Naval Undersea Warfare Center be disestablished 
and that the Naval Nuclear Power Propulsion Training Center be 
redirected to Charleston, South Carolina. As the congressional 
delegation and the New London community testified in New York, we 
feel these recommendations are supported by faulty Navy data and 
should be rejected. 

We would like to meet with you to make our presentations. The 
community will be happy to meet either in my Congressional office 
or at any other convenient location for you. Should you have any 
further questions, please have your staff contact Jim Wall of my 
staff at (202) 225-2076. 

Thank you for your consideration. I look forward to meeting 
with you. 

&I JDENSON 
Member of Congress 

THIS STATIONERY PRINTED ON PAPER MADE WITH RECYCLED FIBERS 



WASHINGTON OFFICE: 
2416 RAYBURN BUILDING 
WASHINGTON, DC 20515 

(202) 225-2076 

DISTRICT OFFICES: 
74 WEST MAIN STREET 

NORWICH, CT 06360 
1203) 8864139 

Congreee of tbe QRniteb State$ 
Bouee of %epreeentatibee 

Wa$bington, BQL 20525 
May 15, 1995 

SAM GEJDENSON 
213 DISTRICT 

CC8NNECTlCUT 

SUIICOMMI~EE ON 
lNTERN4TIONAL ECONOMIC 

POI ICY AND TRADE 

SUIICOMMI~~EE ON 
ASIA AND THE PACIF~C 

-- 
COMMITTEE ON RESOURCES 

S U E I C O M M I ~ E E  ON 
FISHERIES. WILDLIFE 

AND OCEANS 

The Honorable Benjamin Montoya XT&38% this welhr 

Commissioner " E " M # ~ ~ m $ f i ; l - ~ ~ ~ ?  - ib 
The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Montoya: 

On behalf of the Connecticut Congressional delegation, I am 
writing to request a meeting with you and some of my constituents 
to discuss BRAC affected Navy facilities in southeastern 
Connecticut. 

As you know, the DoD has recommended that the New London 
detachment of the Naval Undersea Warfare Center be disestablished 
and that the Naval Nuclear Power Propulsion Training Center be 
redirected to Charleston, South Carolina. As the Congressional 
delegation and the New London community testified in New York, we 
feel these recommendations are supported by faulty Navy data and 
should be rejected. 

I believe the presentations made at the New York field hearing 
proved to be very beneficial to the BRAC Commissioners who were 
present. The community would be very appreciative if we could ma.ke 
our presentations to you. We will be happy to meet with you either 
in my Congressional office or at another convenient location. 
Should you have any further questions, please have your staff 
contact Jim Wall of my staff at (202) 225-2076. 

Thank you for your consideration. I look forward to meeting 
with you. 

Member of Congress 

THIS STATIONERY PRINTED ON PAPER MADE WITH RECYCLED FIBERS 





THE ADJUTANT GENERAL OF PENNSYLVANIA 

DEPARTMENT O F  MILITARY AFFAIRS 

ANNVILLE, PENNSYLVANIA 1 7 0 0 3 - 5 0 0 2  

11 May 1995 

Mr. A1 Cornella 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Cornella: 

This letter is in further response to your question at the 
Commission hearing in Baltimore concerning the capabilities of 
the Tank Range now under construction at Fort Dix. The Senior 
Active Army Advisor to our 28th Division was sent to Fort Dix to 
ascertain the training capabilities of the range and the post in 
general. 

I am advised that the range will not meet the Table VIII 
Qualification Course for the MlIP tanks such as ours which are 
equipped with a 105mm gun. The qualification course for this 
tank requires the firing of a sabot round which is not authorized 
on this range. All of our tanks in the northeastern part of the 
country are MIIPas with the 105mm gun. 

The Dix course can qualify crews on the MlAl tanks which are 
equipped with the 120mm smooth bore gun. The sabot round for 
this gun has much different ballistics characteristics than that 
of the 105mm and could be fired on this range. However, as I 
have said, none of our units are equipped with the 120mrn guns. 

This makes the tank range at Fort Indiantown Gap much more 
valuable as both tanks can fire for qualification. I trust that 
this was the information you were seeking at the hearing. Thank 
you for your interest in Fort Indiantown Gap. 

Sincerely, 

p i g a d i e r  ~enerai, PAARNG 
Acting Adjutant General 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 1:1,, ,- ,, . - 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 . . 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

May 19,1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Brigadier General James W. MacVay, PAARNG 
Acting Adjutant General 
Department of Military Affairs 
Annville, Pennsylvania 17003-5002 

Dear General MacVay: 

Thank you for your letter to the Commission further responding to a question I 
raised during the Baltimore regional hearing concerning the capabilities of the Tank 
Range at Fort Dix. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and 
realignment process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information 
used by the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that 
the information you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review 
and analysis of the Secretary of Defense's recommendations on Fort Indiantown Gap. 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 
n I 
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ALLIED RESOURCES CORPORATION 

May 8, 1995 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Subject: DOD Recommended Closure of NUWC New London facility 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

Enclosure 1 is a copy of verbal testimony which I gave to you on board 
the USS INTREPID on May 5, 1995. 

Enclosure 2 is an open letter to the visiting Commissioners in New London 
which was published in the New London Day on May 1, 1995. 

My recommendation is that: 

(1) you stop any further moves of NUWC New London people to Newport under 
the 1991 decision (which was based on incorrect data provided to your 
1991 predecessors) and 

(2) you turn down the 1995 recommendation to close the New London 
detachment of NUWC. 

As detailed in the enclosures this will both save money, and improve the 
national defense. If you desire any further information, please do not 
hesitate to contact me. 

With best wishes, A 

A. T. ~ o l l e ~ e n y  Jr. 
President 



TESTIMONY TO HE 
BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGN $ ENT COMMISSION 

by A. T. MOLLEGEN, Jr. 
New York City 

May 5, 1995 

Good afternoon, everyone. 

I am Ted Mollegen, from Willimantic. Connecticut. I have 33 years of experience 

in 
work. From 1971 to 1976, I served as Chief Sonar Scientist at the Submarine 

Tachca Develo~ment Sauadron. 

In those days. I learned from my submariner friends how critical sonar acoustic 
advantage is. If I can see you and YOU can't see me. then I can sneak up on you, and I 
can shoot you whenever I want. The military value of this is obvious. 

When I got that job, the Soviets had just introduced a new generation of much quieter 
submarines, causing a major hit to our previously large acoustic advantage. On a crash 
basis, the US came up wth two major sonar improvements which offset the Soviet 
quieting. These were: narrowband sonar processors, and towed array sonars. As Chief 
Sonar Scientist, I developqd methods for using theseanew and different systems.and 
taught them to our Submarme Force. For instance, I Invented this towed array sl~de rule 
which even today is used by all US submarines. [Exhibit Towed Array DIE 
Rangefinder]. 

Now, acoustic advantage has two components: 

o submarine quietness, and 

o sonar sensitivity. 

In 1995, for the first time, US nuclear attack submarines (SSNs) are no longer the 
au~etest at sea: the Naw has announced that there are six Russian SSNs at sea nsht 
now that are quleter than any of ours -- and more are coming. 

In this truly dangerous situation, it doesn't make sense to damage our own capability to 
design better sonars. 

Please -- cancel the forced relocation of our civilian sonar designers from New London 
to Newport. I have many friends in this group who are disgusted -- they know that this 
movecosts money rather than saving it. Many simply won't go. 

Keep our country's winning sonar design team together. We need them: 
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An open letter to BRAC: 

Correct mistakes of the past 
Significantly increase the ex- findings were officially forwarded 

By A.T. MOLLECEN, JR. penditures for this center by to Washington. After all, this is not 
transferring 1.000 e x ~ e r t s  for at a terribly dimcult problem (at 

The following is an open letter to 
the BRAC commissioners visiting 
New London today: 

T hank you for coming to 
inspect the New London 
Laboratory of the Naval 
Undersea Warfare Center. 

This laboratory is the world's 
leading center for submarine and 
surface ship sonar, and the only 
such center in the U.S. 

You are  in a unique position to 
be able to call off a planned change 
which will: 

Significantly reduce the efFec- 

--. - -  -- ,-- -- 
least the two-thirds of them who 
statistically will go) to another lo- 

j cation where they will do the same 
things they a re  doing here, with no 
noticeable gain in continuing op- 
erating eniciency. 

In 1991, Navy oficials in Wash- 
ington directed the leaders of what 
was then called the Naval Under- 
water Systems Center to do a 
thorough study of the savings that 
would be gained by moving about 
1,000 scientists, engineers, admin- 
istrative and support personnel 
from New London to Newport. 

least for someone who understands 
all the costs involved in relocating 
a large group of government em- 
ployees - some arcane rules re- 
garding payments to government 
employees come into play). Their 
findings were that there would be a 
substantial net cost to the gov- 
ernment for the move. It is impor- 
tant to note that current cost fig- 
ures provided by the Navy in 1995 
show that these 1991 NUSC esti- 
mates have turned out to be right 
on target. 

Pentagon buried true cost 
tiveness of this-center by driving As you might expect, the NUSC 1" the community, word then 
off key personnel who are the scientists, engineers, e t  al, did a spread in 1991 that the New Lon- 
world's leading experts in sonar good and thorough job, and their don laboratory was in danger of 
technology. 



being down-sized or closed, and the 
National Interest Coalition was 
formed. This was a coalition of 
more than 20 professional societ- 
ies, civic organizations, private 
companies and other concerned 
individuals who knew of the im- 
portance of the New London labo- 
ratory and wanted to take what- 
ever action they could to head off 
the ill-cdnceived actions that were 
being considered. 

When the NUSC report was re- 
ceived in Washington, officials 
there did not like the facts pre- 
sented in the NUSC study, so they 
ordered it "buried." All copies that 
had been distributed within NUSC 
were recalled, as were all copies 
(including those on computer disks) 
held by the contractor that had 
physically prepared the report. 

When the Coalition requested a 
copy, first through informal chan- 
nels, then through the Freedom of 
Information Act, we were stone- 
walled. I was, however, told by 
several NUSC employees (speaking 
off the record and in some signifi- 
cant fear of losing their jobs) that 
we were after exactly the right 
document. I was even told that we 
should be  sure to get both the doc- 
ument 'itself and the appendix, 
since the best data was in the ap- 
pendix. _ 

In the cost figures ultimately 
provided in 1991 by the Pentagon 
to the BRAC, however, some of the 
costs that had been identified in 
the NUSC cost study were omitted. 
(Later, the GAO seriously criticized 
the 1991 cost data processes of the 
Navy, although the of ice  was not 
apparently aware of this particular 
problem.) 

Because the 1991 stonewalling 
was successful, in that the Coalition 
did not get the NUSC cost study. 
we did did not know of the overt 
cost omissions in the submissions to 
BRAC. Neither did the BRAC. As a 
result, the 1991 BRAC approved 
the Pentagon's recommendation to 
move about 1,000 NUSC personnel 
to Newport. This was in spite of the 
Coalition's estimates and testimony 
that this move would both cost 
taxpayer money on a net basis and 
significantly damage the labora- 
tory's capability. 

The Coalition's testimony has 
subsequently been fully justified by 
two factors: 1. The cost data in the 
1991 NUSC study, a full copy of 
which has recently been obtained 
by the successor coalition, and 
which matches the Navy's cost ex- 
perience to date, and; 2. the num- 
ber of scientists and engineers who 
are  currently leaving the govern- 
ment rather than relocating. Also, 
even Navy budget submissions 
prepared two or three months afler 
their BRAC submission used cost 
figures for the move much higher 
than those submitted to the BRAC. 

Still don't make sense 
This whole picture causes one to 

wonder whether the 1995 Navy 
figures are equally distorted, but 
since all the 1995 figures are based 
on the assumption that the 1991 
decision is carried out, they are not 
as relevant as figures would be if 
the question were asked: "What are 
the total costs of today's plans, 
compared to stopping the reloca- 
tions?" The answer to this question 
is that the relocations still not not 
make sense, either economically, or 
in terms of military value. 

As we look ahead, it is very im- 
portant to keep in mind just how 
critical this particular laboratory 
is. To begin with, the nuclear sub- 
marine is the king of the ocean. 
(Other service branches may resent 
this fact, and argue in favor of their 
own kind of vehicle. However, in 
real-world competitions with other 
forces, either naval or land-based, 
nuclear submarines always win.) 

'YOU can correct a 
decision which was 
made by your 
predecessors based 
on erroneous data 
that was presented 
to them, and you can 
help restore the faith 
in government of all 
of us.' 

The superiority of the nuclear 
submarine over other forces is also 
testified to by the fact that the two 
strongest military powers on earth, 
the U.S. and Russia, have both 
made nuclear submarines the 
primary arm of strategic deterrent. 
T h e s , p e  is also true of the United 
Kingdom and ,France. In short, 
among military forces, submarines 
a r e  except ional ly  important ,  
whether ours or someone else's. 
Nuclear submarines control the 
balance of power in conflicts on or 
near the sea. 

A few months ago, in December 
1994, the Office of Naval Intelli- 
gence released to the public the 
information that, for the first time 
in history, another nation, Russia, 
now has SSNs (nuclear attack 
submarines) at sea which are  qui- 
eter than any U.S. SSNs now at  
sea. This Russian accomplishment 
greatly reduces the historic tactical 
advantage of U.S. SSNs. 

While the U.S. must continue to 
quiet its submarines and must re- 
gain the lead in quieting if possible, 
the U.S. must also work as hard 
and as fast as possible to improve 
its sonar capabilities. Only by our 
doing this can U.S. submarines and 
surface forces expect to be able to 
detect the ever-quieter submarines 
of other nations. 

Balance of power 
The only U.S. organization which 

has this responsibility and capabil- 
ity is the NUWC New London lab- 
oratory. As a consequence, the up- 
coming BRAC decision about the 
New London laboratory has a di- 
rect bearing on the worldwide 
balance of power for the next 20 or 
30 years. 

Now if I were a BRAC commis- 
sioner, I would be very leery about 
reversing a decision of a prior 
BRAC. However, the precedent has 
been set: the 1993 BRAC reversed 
a decision of the 1991 BRAC. The 
1995 BRAC is also being asked to 
reverse a t  least one decision of the 
1993 BRAC. An appeal through the 
courts of one of the 1991 BRAC 
decisions (closing the Philadelphia 
Naval Shipyard) led to a court rul- 
ing which means that BRAC deci- 
sions typically will not be reviewed 
by the courts. 

Thus, the 1995 BRAC is not only 
able to reverse a 1991 decision, but 
also it is the only agency which in 
practical terms can do so. While 
reconsidering past decisions is an 
added burden, it is nonetheless 
part of the responsibility. 

Because the 1991 decision was 
known by many laboratory em- 
ployees to be illogical and to have 
been imposed from Washington, it 
has led to considerable cynicism 
and reduction in morale among 
laboratory employees, their fami- 
lies and their colleagues in private 
industry. This can be changed by a 
little leadership. 

You, who are  visiting the labora- 
tory, and your fellow commission- 
ers, have a chance to do what is 
best for the country. You can cor- 
rect a decision which was made by 
your predecessors on the basis of 
erroneous data that was presented 
to them, and you can help restore 
the faith in government of all of us. 

Cancel the planned moves of so- 
nar personnel to Newport by can- 
celling the 1991 decision and re- 
jecting the 1995 recommendation. 
This will save money and enhance 
military value. This will be a deci- 
sion you can be proud of. 

A. T. Mollegen, Jr., was chairman 
of  the National Interest Coalition 
in 1991, and from 1976 to 1992 was 
C'EO o f  Analysis & Technology, Inc. 
He is a boad member o f  the Naval 
Submarine League and chairman 
o f  the board of  Technology for 
Connecticut, Inc. (TECHCONN), a 
state and federally funded eco- 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

F 703-696-0504 

May 19,1995 

Mr. A.T. Mollegen, Jr. 
President, Allied Resources Corporation 
1 50 North Main Street 
Manchester, Connecticut 06040 

Dear Mr. Mollegen: 

Thank you for providing the Commission with a copy of the testimony you 
presented at the May 5, 1995, regional hearing in New York opposing the Secretary of 
Defense's recommendation to disestablish the Naval Undersea Warfare Center at New 
London, Connecticut. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information 
used by the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that 
your testimony will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendations on NUWC New London. 

I look forward to working with you during this diicult and challenging process. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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THE ASSEMBLY 

STATE OF NEW YORK 

ALBANY 

RoAnn M. Destito 
Member of Assembly 

11 6th District 

May 9, 1995 

COMMITTEES 
Aging 

Agriculture 
Labor 

Mental Health 
Small Business 

Economic Development. Job 
Creation, Commerce & Industry 

Majority Steering Committee 

SUB-COMMITTEES 
Special Problems of the Aging 

COMMISSIONS 
Legislative Commission on 
Science and Technology 

ASSEMBLY TASK FORCES 
Economic Development 

Public Authorities 
Workers' Compensation 

Mr. Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Base Realignment & Closure Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

Enclosed please find copy of testimony and official transcript of 
LTG Charles E. Franklin, Commanding General of the Electronic 
Systems Center, U.S. Air Force Materiel Command. This testimony 
was presented at a public hearing held in Albany, New York during 
May, 1994. 

I thought the enclosed may serve as a further confirmation of the 
outstanding research and development activities occurring at Rome 
Lab. Thank you very much for your continued attention to this 
matter. 

Sincerely, 

Member of Assembly 

RMD: tlb 
cc: Dick Helmer 

BRACC staff 

DISTRICT OFFICES: Room 401, State Office Building, 207 Genesee Street, Utica, New York 13501 (315) 732-1055, FAX (315) 732-1413 
Barringer Office Building, 2nd Floor, 303 West Liberty Street, Rome, New York 13440, (315) 338-5779 

ALBANY OFFICE: Room 652, Legislative Office Building, Albany, New York 12248, (518) 455-5454, FAX (518) 455-5928 c$ Printed on recycled paper. 
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( J o i n t  Standins Con-aittee on t h e  Role of 

Federal  Labs in  S t a t e  Fconomic Development, Lessons from ? o ~ e  

Laboratory,  was convened i n  the  E!amilton Xearing Roora F ,  

L e g i s l a t i v e  O f  £ ice  Ruilding, Albany, Yew York, an Tuesday, 

February 15, 1994, cow-encing a t  1 0 :  15 a.m.) 

ASSZl~~3L'_S70?"_4rJ D'II?AArT : !<>7 name i s  Y i l  een nugan, 

I ' m  a  Vember of the  ?Jew York S t a t e  Assembly from 3roo:-.l:~n, 

flew York, and I c h a i r  the  Assembly C o m i t t e e  on Commerce, 

Industr;?, ar,d Econornic D e ~ e l o p r ~ ~ e n t .  And on behalf  of S2eaker 

S i l v e r ,  I welcorle you a l l  ):ere today. It  i s  our custom, a  new 

custom, but our custom t o  t r y  t o  ge t  s t a r t e d  on time, which i s  

somethin; s t range t o  Albany, but we r e a l i z e  we have sone very 

important people who have joined us today and we don ' t  want t o  

de lay  tllea. And, there are a l o t  o f  other things going  on 

around here today t h a t  we a r e  a l l  eventua l ly  going t o  have t o  

g e t  t o .  

But, t oday ' s  Hearing i s  very s ~ e c i a l  t o  u s .  

I t ' s  r e a l l y  about 3ome Labs and the economic p o t e n t i a l  t h a t  

Rome Labs puts  f o r t h  i n  New York S t a t e .  

It i s  somethinz t h a t  we a r e  very,  very i n t e r e s t -  

ed i n  i n  the  New York S t a t e  Assembly, vhich i s  why t h e  t h r e e  

committees t h a t  a r e  r e ~ r e s e n t e d  here today,  a l l  decided t o  ge t  

t o g e t h e r  and have t h i s  J o i n t  gear ing .  
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Before I SO any f u r t h e r ,  I am going t o  c a l l  

upon Assem5lyman Ronald C a n e s t r a r i  f r ~ m  Cohoes, who i s  t h e  

Chair  of t h e  Science and Technology Foundation he re  i n  t h e  

Assembly, f o r  a  few comments. Ronnie? 

ASSE14BLYMAN CANESTRARI: Thank you ve ry  much, 

Chair lady Dugan. 

I ' d  j u s t  l i k e  t o  j o i n  i n  welcoming a l l  of  you 

h e r e  t o  explore  t h e  S t a t e  p o t e n t i a l  o f  t h e  Federal  Labs f o r  

economic development p o t e n t i a l  and i n ~ o v a t i v e  ideas  t h a t  eman- 

a t e  from then  a c r o s s  t h i s  g r e a t  S t a t e .  

And, I might add t h a t  the  t h r e e  of  us who a r e  

Democrats on the  Commission on Science and Technology, Assem- 

blywoman Ro Ann D e s t i t o ,  Steve Eng leb r igh t ,  and myself ,  a l l  of 

us have wi th in  ou r  D i s t r i c t s ,  o r  ad j acen t  t h e r e t o ,  Federal  

Labs,  Rome, i n  t h e  case  o f  Ro Ann, Brookhaven, w i t 5  r e s p e c t  t o  

S teve  Englebright  , who i s  on h i s  way, and t h e  Wate rv l i e t  

Benet Lab i n  the  D i s t r i c t  t h a t  I r e p r e s e n t .  

'50, no t  only  do we have a  persona l  ves t ed  

i n t e r e s t  i n  t h i s  e x c i t i n g  concept i n  our own D i s t r i c t s ,  bu t  

a l s o  recognize  i t s  p o t e n t i a l  and i t s  c o n t r i b u t i o n  t o  s c i ence  

and technology f i e l d s  a c r o s s  t h e  S t a t e  and i t s  ~ o t e n t i a l  f o r  

advanceaent of t h e  S t a t e  i n  i t s  con t inua t ion  i n  t h e  f i e l d  of 

~ c i e n c e  and technology,  j obs ,  economic development, and t h e  

g r e a t  i deas  t h a t  emanate from your a c t i v i t i e s ,  a s  w e l l .  
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So, welcome, and w e ' l l  go on. 

ASSEXBLYVOf4AN DUGAN: We a r e  a l s o  very pleased 

t o  have with us Assemblywoman qo Ann Des t i to .  ~ssemblywoman 

D e s t i t o  represents  t h e  Rome-Utica Area. She's a  new member 

of t h e  New York S t a t e  Assembly, b u t ,  be l ieve  me, she has made 

a l l  of us very -- I never knew where Rome was, but I have 

a l r eady  been there  t h i s  year ,  so Ro Ann has done a g rea t  job 

i n  pu t t ing  f o r t h ,  represent ing  her  community and making sure 

t h a t  we a l l  knew the  problems they were fac ing .  

30 Ann, do you want t o  say something? 

ASSCMRLYL7014AN DESTITO : J u s t  a  few words, 

Assemblywoman . 

I want t o  thank my col leagues ,  Assemblywoman 

Ei leen  Dugan, Chair of t h e  Commerce Committee, and Ron Canes- 

t r a r i ,  and severa l  o f  t h e  members t h a t  w i l l  be jo in ing  us .  

And, I a l s o  want t o  welcome General Franklin t o  

Albany. I t ' s  a  l i t t l e  d i f f e r e n t  than Rome, General, but I ' m  

su re  you w i l l  be t r e a t e d  warmly and with much r e s p e c t .  

Thank you everyone, f o r  coming. You a r e  wel- 

come t o  view the  d i sp lays ,  i f  you haven ' t  a l ready.  We have 

t h e  NYNET network i n  f u l l  use up i n  the lobby back t h e r e ,  and 

I hope t h a t  everyone w i l l  t ake  t h e  opportuni ty t o  see what 

g r e a t  things a r e  going on between Rome Lab, the  p r i v a t e  s e c t o r  

and what p o t e n t i a l  we w i l l  have f o r  not  only c e n t r a l  fiew York, 
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bu t  t h e  e n t i r e  S t a t e ,  and what impact we can have w i t h  t h e  

Federa l  Government and t h e  in fo rmat ion  superhighway. 

Thank you a l l ,  and,  w e  can beg in .  

ASSEMBLYiqOMAN DUGAN: Okay. We a r e  a l s o  

expec t ing  Assemblyman Robin Sch5mrninger from Buf f a lo .  H e  i s  

t h e  Chair  o f  t h e  Small  Business  Committee, and I a m  s u r e  he i: 

j u s t  delayed momentar i ly .  H e ' l l  be w i t h  u s  i n  a  few minu tes .  

We a r e  v e r y ,  ve ry  p l e a s e d  today  and honored t o  

have w i t h  us a s  t h e  f i r s t  w i t n e s s ,  Lt:. General  Char les  E .  

F r a n k l i n ,  who i s  t h e  Commanding General o f  t h e  E l e c t r o n i c s  

Systems Center  o f  t h e  Uni ted  S t a t e s  A i r  Force M a t e r i e l  C o m n c  

Now, I go t  t h a t  a l l  o u t .  

We a r e  r e a l l y  v e r y ,  ve ry  p l e a s e d  and honored 

t h a t  you came t oday ,  s i r .  We a r e  v e r y  anx ious  t o  l i s t e n  t o  

you. 

LTG. FRANKLIN : Well ,  good morning! 

Thank you v e r y  much f o r  i n v i t i n g  me t o  be h e r e  

I t ' s  r e a l l y  an  honor on my p a r t .  

The A i r  Force o r g a n i z e s  i t s  r e s e a r c h ,  a c q u i s i -  

t i o n s ,  and sus ta inment  a c t i v i t i e s  under t h e  A i r  Force Mate r ie :  

Command and j u s t  i n  t h e  way o f  adve r t i s emen t ,  w e  p rov ide  t h e  

b e s t  equipment.  We're t h e  b e s t  A i r  Force i n  t h e  wor ld .  So 

Rome Lab and E l e c t r o n i c s  Systems Center  i s  c e r t a i n l y  p a r t  of  

t h e  A i r  Force M a t e r i e l  Command. 
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The research and acquisition portion of the 

Materiel Command organization consists of four Product Cen- 

ters. They are made up of airplanes, space, human systems, 

and the Command Control Communications Computers and Intelli- 

gence. And I command that C41 in the Command Control Com- 

munications and Intelligence Arm for the Air Force. 

I'm located in Hanscom Air Force Base over in 

Massachusetts, just outside of Bedford, and Ro;ne Lab is the 

Research Arm of my site. 

Well, as you know, the Air Force and all of the 

military has their own jargon, and we tend to do things in 

acronyms and talk our own language, so let me try to do a lit- 

tle interpretation for you, if I might. 

In the commercial. world, when you talk about 

C41 systems, the commercial world really thinks of those as, 

I I Information Management Systems," and our technologies are 

known as "Information Technologies" in the commercial world. 

And, of course, from a military standpoint, 

the C41 technologies are extreznely valuable to us --  certainly 

as we see the explosion in Information Systems, we see a tre- 

mendous economic impact, as well. And so I think today we're 

here to talk mostly about that. 

Well, you know, Electronics Systems Center 

develops and acquires all of the systems that combine computer 
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r a d a r s ,  in format ion  d i s p l a y s ,  and conununications g e a r s .  These 

systems from a  m i l i t a r y  s tandpoin t  a l low us t o  monitor what 

enemy fo rces  a r e  do ing ,  pass  t h a t  i n f o r n a t i o n  t o  U.S. Command- 

e r s ,  and they then  through good communic:ations and in format ion  

d i s t r i b u t i o n  systems,  g i v e  t h a t  informat:ion t o  t he  ~ e o p l e  ou t  

i n  t h e  f i e l d  t h a t  a r e  going t o  implement:. 

Now, a g a i n ,  i n  the  way of adver t i sement ,  and I 

t h i n k  the  adver t i sement  i s  important  because Rome Lab has 

played a  c r i t i c a l  p a r t  of i t ,  during t h e  Deser t  'Jar, a s  you 

watch CNN every evening ,  a s ,  you know, I ' m  s u r e  you probably 

d i d  j u s t  l i k e  I d i d ,  were glued t o  the  s e t s  and watching what 

was going on, you g o t  t o  s e e  r e a l  t ime,  what was happening i n  

t h e  a i r  b a t t l e  over  t h e r e ,  and what was going on i n  t h e  ground 

The system t h a t  a l lowed t h a t  v i s i b i l i t y  t o  t h e  m i l i t a r y  and i n  

t u r n  allowed t h a t  v i s i b i l i t y  t o  t he  pub l i c  i s  wel l  advanced 

warning and c o n t r o l  a i r c r a f t  which i s  c a l l e d  AWACS and J o i n t  

S t a r s  p la t form which gave a review of what was going on t h e  

ground. 

?*at you may no t  know i s  t h a t  t h e  technologies -  

t h e  o r i g i n a l  demonstra t ions  o f  those  technologies  came out o f  

t h e  Rome Laboratory and then were passed over  t o  t h e  Elec t ron-  

i c  Systems Center  s o  t h a t  we could make o p e r a t i o n a l  systems 

o u t  of  them. 

When I assumed command o-ver a t  t h e  E l e c t r o n i c s  
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Systems Center a t  the  end of October of 1993, being a  Com- 

mander i s  rewarding, i t ' s  doubly rewarding f o r  me because fror 

1986 t o  1988, I was a l s o  Commander a t  t h a t  time of the  Rome 

A i r  Development Center.  

I t ' s  during t h a t  s t a y  and t h a t  period of c o w  

mand t h a t  I had my f i r s t  a s s o c i a t i o n  with the S t a t e  of New 

York where we did the i n i t i a l  groundbreaking work f o r  the  

Photonics Development Center ,  and, i n  f a c t ,  we es tabl i shed  thc 

Photonics Center a t  the 3ome Lab i t s e l f .  

Now, the  Rome Lab goes back t o  1951 i n  New Yorl 

S t a t e ,  when by an a c t  of Congress was moved t o  Rome, t o  Gr i f -  

f i s s  A i r  Force Base, was designated a s  the  "Rome A i r  DeveloF- 

ment Center". 

I have a l ready mentioned t h a t  i t s  mission i s  

t o  advance science and technologies  i n  the  C41 arena.  And 

a l s o  p a r t  of t h a t  mission i s  t o  t r a n s i t i o n  those technologies ,  

not only f o r  the m i l i t a r y ,  but a l s o  t o  the  c i v i l i a n  f o r c e ,  an( 

w e ' l l  t a l k  about t h a t  a l i t t l e  b i t  more l a t e r  on. 

A l l  of the  work t h a t  we do a s  a  r e a l  t h r u s t  of 

keeping us  on t h e  leading-edge of  technology so t h a t  we, i n  

f a c t ,  w i l l  remain as  the  wor ld ' s  bes t  A i r  Force, we l e a r n  

over and over again the  tremendous importance of C41 t o  our 

f i g h t i n g  fo rces .  

Now, while I 've  mentioned t o  you about t h e  
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AWACS and t h e  J o i n t  S t a r s ,  you may n o t  he aware t h a t  some of  

the  technologies  t h a t  have come out  of t he  Rome Lab today a r e  

being used i n  t h e  commercial world or. a  p a r t  of t h e  o p t i c a l  

d i sk  r eco rd ing  work t h a t  i s  going on,  t h e  technology work 

t h e r e ,  was done a t  Rome Lab. 

The c h i l d r e n ' s  t o y s ,  t h e  Speak and S p e l l ,  had 

t h e i r  o r i g i n s  from some of  our  i n t e l l i g e n c e  work i n  the  Speech 

Lab a t  Rome Lab, r a d a r  i n  t h e  Navigation Age used by the  FAA 

a t  t h e  a i r p o r t  h e r e ,  and a i r p o r t s  a c r o s s  t h e  Country, came 

from work t h a t  came ou t  of Rome Lab, and i n t e r e s t i n g l y  enough 

th ings  l i k e  Latex p a i n t  were developed t o  support  t h e  C41 

arena .  

Now, i f  I could j u s t  p o i n t  ove r  t o  my l e f t  and 

your r i g h t ,  t h e  Lab has  r ece ived  many awards,  both organiza-  

t i o n a l  awards and i n d i v i d u a l  awards. I t h i n k  t h a t  those  

awards by themselves a r e  not  t e r r i b l y  impor t an t ,  but  t h e  s i g -  

n i f i c a n c e  o f  awards i s .  

You know, t h e r e  have been s i x  Outstanding Unit 

Awards, and t h r e e  Organiza t iona l  Exce l lence  Awards, which a r e  

provided by t h e  A i r  Force,  t h r e e  A i r  Force Basic  Research 

Awards i n  t h e  l a s t  s i x  y e a r s ,  t h e  Harold Brown Awards were f o r  

s i g n i f i c a n t  eng ineer ing  achievement. 

I f  you go look a t  p e o p l e ,  and people r e a l l y  mak 

up t h e  key i n g r e d i e n t s  t o  an o r g a n i z a t i o n ,  t h e  q u a l i t y  of t h o s  

- .  - .  
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people i s  r e f l e c t e d  i n  28 of our peoyle,  o r  what a r e  c a l l e d  

I Z E E  Fe l loxs ,  t h a t ' s  the I n s t i t u t e  of E l e c t r i c a l  and Electron 

i c  Engineers, and you become a  Fellow only by being t r u l y  an 

outstanding member i n  your f i e l d ,  and so 2 8  of our p e o ~ l e  a r e  

recognized t h a t .  

We have two Harry Diamond awards from the  IFEE 

f o r  outs tanding cont r ibut ions  by a  s c i e n t i s t  or  engineer i n  a  

government l a b ,  and we're the  only government lab  i n  t h e  worl 

t h a t  has ever received t h e  Hershel Award f o r  Inf rared  Break- 

throughs, and t h a t ' s  f o r  an in f ra red  s t a r i n g  camera t h a t  one 

of our indiv iduals  has a  patent  on. 

For the  pas t  t h r e e  yea r s ,  t h e  A i r  Force Scien- 

t i f i c  Advisory Board has been evalua t ing  the  technology of t h  

Lab. Consis ten t ly  it i s  noted t h a t  we a re  i n  t h e  top 10 per -  

cent of a l l  the labs  i n  the A i r  Force. 

Next s l i d e  . 
(Slide: ) 

Now, i n  car ry ing  out  i t s  m i l i t a r y  mission, 

Rome has a  s u b s t a n t i a l  impact on New York S t a t e .  Since I now 

s i t  over a t  Hanscom A i r  Force Base, and I look a t  the  budget 

fo r  Hanscom A i r  Force Base, and I look a t  where t h a t  budget 

flows, I th ink  t h i s  c h a r t  kind of i l l u s t r a t e s  one of t h e  char 

a c t e r i s t i c s  t h a t  happens i s  you have a  research o rgan iza t ion ,  

o r  an a c q u i s i t i o n  organiza t ion ,  i n  your S t a t e ;  and, t h a t  i s ,  
I 



you get  a  f a i r  percentage of sp ino f f  of  work. 

That comes about because t h e  people i n  t he  

S t a t e  a r e  v e r y  f a m i l i a r  wi th  what ' s  go ing  on and they develop 

a  r e l a t i o n s h i p  so  t h a t  they a r e  a b l e  t o  respond b e t t e r ,  and a: 

you can s e e ,  some 35 percent  of t he  2100 plus  m i l l i o n  d o l l a r s  

of the  Rome Lab budget goes i n t o  t h e  S t a t e  of New York. 

If you use  t h e  New York S t a t e  Department of 

Commerce S t a t i s t i c s ,  which y o u ' l l  s ee  t h a t  even though t h e r e  

a r e  only 850 people  i n  the  Lab, t h a t  t h e  sp ino f f  c r e a t e s  

another 1 ,885  people ,  and then you a d d  t h e  o t h e r  secondary 

j o b s ,  and we've had some 30 companies t h a t  have been c r e a t e d  

a s  s p i n o f f s ,  you g e t  over 3,000 a d d i t i o n a l  jobs  t h a t  were 

c r ea t ed  by t h e  l o c a t i o n  of t h e  Laboratory.  

Now t h i s  i s  -- much of t h i s  has  come about 

without t h e  c u r r e n t  b e n e f i t  of t he  - -  I mean, t h i s  push t h a t ' s  

going on by Congress i n  t h e  way of Technology T r a n s f e r ,  and - -  

can I have t h e  nex t  s l i d e ,  p lease .  

(S l ide )  

But I t h i n k  t h a t  what you can s e e  i s  t h a t  i t ' s  

come about i n  p a r t  because of  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t h a t  we've had 

wi th  the  i n d u s t r y .  

The e l e c t r o n i c s  i n d u s t r y  today i s  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  

d i f f e r e n t  t han  any o t h e r  i ndus t ry ,  except  f o r  t he  biomedical 
I 

technology i n d u s t r y ,  i n  t h e  sense t h a t  e l e c t r o n i c  technology 
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and the  e l e c t r o n i c  i ndus t ry  i s  much l i k e  where the  a i r c r a f t  

i n d u s t r y  was i n  t h e  F o r t i e s .  

Today we ' re  t u r n i n g  over new computer systems 

every two t o  t h r e e  years .  So, i f  you w i l l  look back t o  where 

we were some 40 years  ago,  you would s e e  t h a t  t h e r e  has  t r u l y  

been a  r e v o l u t i o n  i n  what has occu r red ,  and so i t ' s  t r u l y  a  

growth i n d u s t r y  and the  p r o j e c t i o n s  a r e  it w i l l  remain a  

growth i n d u s t r y  f o r  many, many y e a r s ,  u n l i k e  some of  the o t h e r  

i n d u s t r i e s  t h a t  we have. 

Now, government l a b s  a c r o s s  t h e  Country do some 

$25 b i l l i o n  o f  R&D. I th ink  one of  t h e  r e a l l y  important  

t h ings  i s  i t  prov ides  t h e  b a s i s  -- t h e  educa t iona l  b a s i s  f o r  

many o f  o u r  t e c h n i c a l  schools  and f u l l y  one ou t  of every s i x  

people t h a t  g radua te  wi th  a  t e c h n i c a l  degree  work i n  t h e  

Federal  Labs somewhere, and s o  Rome i s  r e a l l y  r i g h t  on t h e  f o r  

f r o n t  of  t h a t .  

Technology Trans fe r  how we i n s u r e  t h a t  we 

exchange in format ion ,  t h a t  w e  move t h a t  informat ion ou t  o f  t h e  

l a b o r a t o r i e s ,  bo th  t o  t h e  m i l i t a r y  s e c t o r  and t o  the  p r i v a t e  

s e c t o r  and t o  academia S t a t e  and l o c a l  governments. 

Our Federal  Laws today d i r e c t  t h a t  o u r  agenc ie s  

pursue Technology Trans fe r  a g g r e s s i v e l y ,  and they 've  recognize  

t h e  c r i t i c a l  r o l e  t h a t  Federal  r e sou rces  p lay  i n  t h e  economic 

environmental  throughout t h e  Country.  
I 
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So,  s i n c e  1980, Congress has  been f ine - tun ing  

i n  generat ing l e g i s l a t i o n  t o  support  'I'echnology T r a n s f e r ,  and 

I most r ecen t ly  l e g i s l a t i o n  has  provided t h e  Technology Reinves 

i ment Program, which i s  managed by t h e  Advanced Research Pro- 

' j e c t s  Agency t h a t  c a l l s  f o r  some $450 m i l l i o n  d o l l a r s  annual1 

t o  be spent i n  t h e  Defense Conversion i n i t i a t i v e s .  

And I would po in t  ou t  t o  you t h a t  t h e r e  were 

over  2,000 nominations f o r  t h a t .  Of those ,  Rome Lab p a r t i c i -  

pa ted  i n  16 nominations,  2 of  t he  16 came t o  companies o r  

i n s t i t u t i o n s  i n  t h e  S t a t e  o f  New York. The overall s e l e c t i o n  
I 

I r a t e  was about 10 pe rcen t .  Those t h a t  Rome Lab p a r t i c i p a t e d  
I 

i n  was a  l i t t l e  over  12 p e r c e n t .  

Now, i n  f i s c a l  year  1933, the  Lab brought i n  

141 Experts  i n  Science and Engineer ing from i n d u s t r y  and uni- 

v e r s i t i e s  from some 39 s t a t e s .  I th ink  i t ' s  i n s t r u c t i v e  t o  

n o t e  t h a t  about 50 o f  t h o s e ,  o r  f u l l y  o n e - t h i r d  o f  t h e  people  

we brought i n  came from t h e  S t a t e  o f  New York. Again, po in t -  

i n g  o u t  the  a s s o c i a t i o n  between the  Lab and the r e s t  of t h e  

S t a t e .  

There a r e  t h ings  c a l l e d  "Cooperative Research 

and Development Agreements," the  Lab 11as some 38 of  those .  

These a r e  agreements between e i t h e r  academia i n  the  Lab o r  

i ndus t ry  i n  t h e  Lab where we j o i n t l y  share  t h e  funding and we 

use those  t o  push technologies  t h a t  have h igh  payoff  of  indus 



Ltg. Franklin 1 7  

t r i e s ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  - -  as  you can see from the  

char t  on my l e f t  - -  some 36 percent  of those a l so  i n  t h e  S t a t e  

of New York. 

There a r e  o t h e r  s p i n o f f s ,  the Educated Par tne r -  

s h i p s ,  o r  EPs, a s  we c a l l  them, a r e  a l l  wi th in  the S t a t e  of 

New York. We intend t o  have a l l  of --  we have some now, and 

we intend t o  have the  r e s t  of them f o r  State-sponsored Centers 

of Advanced Technology, o r  CATS, by t h i s  spr ing ,  and we a r e  

renewing a  completed Educational Partnership with SUNY Tech a t  

Marcy and a l s o  Educational Par tnersh ips  with o ther  f o l k s .  

On 11 December, we i n i t i a t e d  an Outreach Pro- 

gram through advertisement i n  the Commerce Business Daily 

s o l i c i t i n g  White Paper proposals t o  use our laboratory f a c i l i -  

t i e s  a s  a  new business  incubator .  

This i s  an a rea  t h a t  we have t r i e d  before  and 

we have s t a r t e d  it back up again.  We a re  co l l abora t ing  with 

Rome I n d u s t r i a l  Development Corporation, who w i l l  provide t h e  

business  development por t ion  of t h e  incubator .  In  a d d i t i o n  t c  

use of our  Labs, we provide desk space and o t h e r  support  as  

needed. 

Of Rome Lab's technology a s s i s t  reques ts  - -  an c 

these  were c a l l - i n  reques ts  where someone from indus t ry ,  usual 

l y  someone from small business  and indus t ry  c a l l s  i n  and has  a 

a r e a  t h a t  they need ass i s t ance  on, e i t h e r  in  the way of 
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immediate technica l  a s s i s t ance  o r  wanting t o  know where t o  go, 

we had 105 l a s t  yea r .  As of today, w e  have had 110, as of 

January the  24th,  so only four  and one-half  months i n t o  our 

f i s c a l  year ,  and over 90 percent of those a re  from Mew York 

businesses .  Those a r e  c l e a r l y  veh ic les  t h a t  a r e  used f o r  

Technology Transfer .  

Next s l i d e .  

(S l ide  .) 

This char t  j u s t  shows t h a t  we have had a  s i g n i -  

f i c a n t  growth i n  Technology Transfer  e f f o r t s  a t  Rome Laboro- 

t o r y ,  and I would note  t o  you t h a t  i f  you were t o  compare t h i s  

t o  a l l  t h e  o ther  A i r  Force Labs, t h i s  exceeds what a l l  t h e  

o the r  A i r  Force Labs a r e  doing. 

Next s l i d e ,  p lease .  

(S l ide  .) 

Rome's technology base i s  uniquely app l i cab le  

t o  the  p r iva te  s e c t o r  requirements.  The Lab does t h e  R&D and 

the Information Systems Technology, a s  we noted e a r l i e r ,  and 

t h a t  research i n  su rve i l l ance  information from and t h e  image 

processing systems, along with e l e c t r o n i c s  technologies t h a t  

c rea te  the  systems t h a t  t h e  m i l i t a r y  i s  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  can be 

d i r e c t l y  appl ied  t o  improve our a b i l i t y  t o  dea l ,  we th ink ,  w i t 1  

some of t h e  most p ress ing  problems which you see  t h a t  our 

Xation faces  on t h i s  char t  here .  
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Next s l i d e .  

(S l ide .  ) 

I n  t h e  way of h e a l t h  ca re ,  technologies a t  Rom 

Lab have d i r e c t  a p p l i c a t i o n  t o  a  wide v a r i e t y  of hea l th  care  

a reas  and i s s u e s .  The example of how Rome Lab Technology can 

help i s  i n  something c a l l e d  the  f i n a r y  phase phase - -  only 

f i l t e r .  This i s  an o p t i c a l  p a t t e r n  recognition system which 

can a i d  i n  t h e  r ap id  accura te  automatic reading and a n a l y s i s  

of many medical t e s t s ,  such as  magnetic resonance imaging, 

CAT scans,  blood c e l l  counts,  mammograms and so f o r t h .  

I understand a l s o  t h a t  some of the technology, 

of the  image enhancement technology from the  Lab, has already 

been used t o  map the  r e t i n a  of eyes and t o  improve s u r g i c a l  

procedures. 

Rome's C-cubed technologies and systems, such 

as  the  advanced multi-media information d i s t r i b u t i o n  system 

implemented and over t h e  next  generat ion f ibe r -op t i c  COM l i n e  

using switching technology w i l l  a l low f o r  cross-country consu 

t a t i o n s  and a  v a r i e t y  of o t h e r  th ings  in  the  hea l th  c a r e  a ren  

Next s l i d e .  

(S l ide .  ) 

Technology t h a t  t a r g e t s  crime - -  t h e r e  a r e  a  

number of technologies  t h a t  have a l ready been used t o  a s s i s t  

Federal and S t a t e  f i g h t e r s ,  crime f i g h t s ,  and o thers  who can 
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provide s i g n i f i c a n t  h e l p .  

I mention t h e  I n t e l l i g e n c e  Data Handling Sys- 

tems f o r  h e a l t h  c a r e ,  they can a l s o  be used t o  develop p rope r l j  

p ro t ec t ed  databases  f o r  such t h i n g s  a s  background checks. 

We 've  demonstrated t h e i r  i n f r a r e d  technology which produces 

t e l e v i s i o n  q u a l i t y  i n f r a r e d  images t c  be used f o r  cover t  

s u r v e i l l a n c e ,  and we have provided imagery technology t o  Stat6 

P o l i c e  t o  a s s i s t  them i n  t h e i r  work a t  Racket Lake on t h e  

Sara Ann Wood's c a s e .  We a l l  know our  r i g h t s ,  and r ada r  

technology was generated at Rome Labs being used today in the 

drug war and t h e  s i t e  i n  Maine, w h i c l -  Congress i s  keeping oper 

i s  used t o  look a l l  t h e  way t o  Centra.1 America f o r  small  low- 

f l y i n g  a i r p l a n e s .  - 

The neuro network tectmology,  which you can set 

out  on the  boards out  h e r e ,  i s  designed t o  l e a r n  how t o  so lve  

problems, and such networks a r e  massively  p a r a l l e l  o r  a r e  

capable  o f  making d e c i s i o n s  a t  very  h igh  speed.  

In  t h e  m i l i t a r y ,  we use them and a r e  u s ing  

them f o r  automat ic  t a r g e t  r ecogn i t i on  and bomb damage a s s e s s -  

ments. They can be used i n  t h e  cornrnercial world o r  t h e  

c i v i l i a n  world f o r  t h i n g s  such a s  matching b u l l e t s  t o  guns, 

f i n g e r p r i n t s ,  and t h i n g s  of t h a t  n a t u r e .  

Next s l i d e .  

( S l i d e . )  
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The a rea  of education, Rome Labs and i t s  

technologies a re  con t r ibu t ing  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  t o  New York. Rome 

has entered i n t o  an Educational Par tnersh ip  with Rome Ci ty  

School D i s t r i c t  t o  fuvther  develop and e n r i c h  t h e  s c i e n t i f i c  

and engineering s k i l l s  of the  f a c u l t y  of t h e  d i s t r i c t .  

In  f a c t ,  a s  we speak, the re  i s  one teacher  

cu r ren t ly  from our  own school d i s t r i c t  t h a t  i s  doing a  sab- 

b a t i c a l  i n  the  l abora to ry ,  and she has a  degree in  Computer 

Science,  and she i s  working f o r  four  months i n  our Command 

Control Communications Laboratory s o  t h a t  she remains both 

1 current  i n  the  technology areas  and a l s o  by assoc ia t ing  wi th  

people t h a t  i s  a b l e  t o  discuss  how she can do h e r  job b e t t e r  

a s  a  teacher .  

I When she leaves ,  t h a t  w i l l  be followed by a 

teacher  who has a  degree i n  Chemistry who w i l l  come i n t o  t h e  

labora tory  system. 

I In  addi t ion  t o  t h a t ,  i n  Rome Lab and t h e  l o c a l  

jun io r  high schools f o r  cooperating i n  the  t e s t i n g  of an I n t e l  

l igence  Tutor Program. This t u t o r  i t s e l f  was developed by one 

I of our s i s t e r  l a b o r a t o r i e s ,  Armstrong Lab. I t ' s  an a r t i f i c i a l  

in te l l igence-based  system f o r  teaching mathematics words prob- 

lems. Teachers and s tudents  both a r e  p ra i s ing  i t s  work. 

National Science Foundation i s  looking a t  t h i s ,  and both i n  

t h i s  and t h e  Educational Par tnersh ip ,  t h e  National Science 
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Foundation i s  cons ider ing  a  g r a n t  t o  expand t h i s  u se .  

There a r e  a  v a r i e t y  of o t h e r  t h ings  t h a t  a r e  

going on. We have some t h i n  members of t:he Rome Lab s t a f f  

t h a t  a r e  ad junc t  p ro fe s so r s  so  they  a r e  involved i n  t h e  educa- 

t i o n a l  programs. Our people a t t e n d  t h e  graduate  courses  and 

we spend some ha l f  m i l l i o n  d o l l a r s  a  year i n  educa t iona l  pro- 

grams . 
In the  way of t r anspor t a t : i on ,  t h e  Lab works anc 

senso r s  i n  s i g n a l  p rocess ing  technologies  could c o n t r i b u t e  t o  

intelligent highway systems that not only could help drivers 

know where t hey  a r e  and how t o  ge t  where t hey  a r e  go ing ,  but  

a l s o  a l lows f o r  g r e a t l y  improved t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  management; 

p a r t i c u l a r l y ,  i f  coupled wi th  a  goa lab le  p r e c i s i o n i n g  system 

technology.  

I mentioned t h i s  "phase o n l y - f i l t e r "  a l i t t l e  

e a r l i e r  i n  t h e  way of c o r r e l a t o r  technology.  That p a r t i c u l a r  

technology could be  used t o  c r e a t e  a  phase-only p a t t e r n  image 

o v e r l a y  on a  photograph o r  on a  c r e d i t  ca rd  o r  a  d r i v e r ' s  

l i c e n s e ,  s o  t h a t  any a t tempt  t o  d i s t u r b  t h a t  would des t roy  

t h a t  and you could t e l l  t h a t ,  i n  f a c t ,  you had a  bogus c a r d .  

Today's v a r i o u s  law enforcement and emergency 

o r g a n i z a t i o n s  a r e  much l i k e  t h e  m i l i t a r y  i n  t h a t  t h e y  use  t h e  

s i m i l a r  communications equipment, which sometimes h i n d e r s  

t h e i r  a b i l i t y  t o  t a l k  t o  each o t h e r .  The t h i n g s  t h a t  we ' re  
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doing i n  the  Laboratory work d i r e c t l y  toward t h a t  c i v i l i a n  

app l i ca t ion .  

I n t e l l i g e n t  t r a f f i c  l i g h t s ,  including sensors 

t o  both measure t r a f f i c  p a t t e r n s  and volumes and ad jus t  l i g h t  

dura t ion  t o  mi t iga te  backups a r e  poss ib le  from the  sensor 

technologies ,  coupled with mission planning systems t h a t  a r e  

going on a t  Rome Lab, and t h e r e  a r e  a  v a r i e t y  of o the r  t h i n g s .  

Some s i x  o r  seven years  ago, I met here ta lk ing  

about "photonics. " You had become a  p a r t  of  t h e  work we're  

doing photonics.  This cha r t  i s  somewhat misleading i n  the  

sense t h a t  the $75  b i l l i o n  in  1993 i s  ac ross  a l l  aspec ts  of .'f' 

t he  o p t i c s  world. About a  quar t e r  of t h a t ,  o r  some $15 b i l -  

l i o n  a  year ,  i s  what we would consider t o  be t r u e  photonics.  

The r e a l  important point  on t h i s  cha r t  i s  t h a t  

a rea  i s  growing a t  a  compound r a t e  of 9 percent  per year ,  so 

the re  i s  a  tremendous opportuni ty i n  t h e  world photonics .  

There i s  a  labora tory  se tup  a t  t h e  Rome Center 

o r  Rome Lab now. 

L e t ' s  look back a  l i t t l e  b i t  i n  t ime, and I 

would note t o  you t h a t  t h i s  a rea  i s  pro jec ted  by everybody t o  

be an a rea  t h a t  i s  going t o  grow dramat ica l ly .  The reason 

you s e e  so many advert isements  on t e l e v i s i o n  by MCI f o r  t h e i r  

c l e a r  tones i s  because t h e i r  f i b e r  o p t i c  work and a l l  t h e  

interconnects  a r e  going t o  an o p t i c a l  interconnect  so i t ' s  a  
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tremendous opportunity. 

Next slide. 

(Slide. ) 

In the way of the Information flighway, the key 

to the future information technology explosion in its imple- 

mentation for the good of the Nation is communications net- 

work of the future, and Rome Lab is collaborating with indus- 

try in the State and the universities in the State to provide 

a here-and-now demonstration of a futuristic highspeed broad- 

band, fiber-optic, communication network called NYMET. 

Members of this collaborative consortium are an 

ever increasing list. Some of them are shown here on the list 

and the focus on NY3ET is in two areas. 

First, it's focussed on the development of 

demonstration recorded information infrastructure for a world 

class first of its kind highspeed fiber-optics communication 

corridor linking multiple computing communications and re- 

search facilities in the State; and secondly, it is focussed 

on the development of the broad-band and applications of tech- 

nologies for education, industrial research, health care, and 

military technology transfer. 

Rome is committed to the success of NYNET. We 

are committing our resources in the switching technology in a 

variety of other areas. This is an area where you are going 
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t o  s e e  t h a t  "haves" andUhave-nots" through In fo rma t ion  High- 

ways can be merged and people t h a t  have t h e  l a r g e  computing 

systems can  go t o  t h e  sma l l e r  c o l l e g e s ,  can be  l i n k e d  i n  t he r t  

and s m a l l e r  c o l l e g e s  can t ake  advantage  o f  t h e  r e sou rce s  t h a t  

a r e  a v a i l a b l e .  

I thank  you f o r  t h e  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  t a l k  t o  you 

today ,  and I would be  g l ad  t o  answer any q u e s t i o n s .  

ASSEMBLYSJOIIA1.J DUCAN : Thank you ve ry  much. I 

have t o  apo log i ze .  I t h i n k  I missed your t i t l e  and I know hot 

f u s s y  some o f  us  can  be about  o u r s ,  i t ' s  "Plajor General".  So 

we ' re  v e r y  happy t h a t  you ' r e  w i th  us t oday .  

I ' d  l i k e  t o  j u s t  b e f o r e  we go i n t o  some ques- 

t i o n s  -- t o  i n t r o d u c e  some o t h e r  peoyle  who have j o i n e d  u s .  

O f  c o u r s e ,  Robin Schimminger, t h e  Cha i r  o f  t h e  

Small Bus iness  Committee from E r i e  County, Assemblyman Anthonj 

Casa le  from Herkimer County, Assemblyman Richard  Keane from 

E r i e  County, Assemblywoman E i l e en  Hickey from Dutchess County. 

W e  a r e  v e r y  happy t h a t  t h e y  have a l l  j o i n e d  us today .  And 

j u s t  s o  peop le  -- some of u-slGil l  h e  s h i f t i n g  ardund .aid i n  an 

o u t ,  bu t  soEe o f  us  w i l l  be he r e  a l l  da;7, 

I was wondering i f  I cou ld  t a l k  f o r  a  few 

seconds abou t  d u a l - u s e  t e chno log i e s  and how i t ' s  changed t h e  

base  o f  t h e  M i l i t a r y  Labs ,  and a l s o  t h e  o t h e r  t h i n g  t h a t  we 

a r e  somewhat i n t e r e s t e d  i n  i s  should w e  look t o  Fede ra l  Labs 
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more a s  a  technology r e sou rce  t o  recap f o r  economic g a i n ,  o r  

should we use  them a s  managers of our r e sea rch  p r o j e c t s ?  

You know, wha t ' s  your opinion o f  t h a t ,  General 

LTG. FRANKLIN: L e t ' s  s e e .  I ' v e  go t  a  s h o r t  

a t t e n t i o n  span sometimes, so i f  I forget: p a r t  of  t h e  s i t u a t i o  

p l e a s e  remind me. 

Dual-use technology i s  - -  i t ' s  easy t o  say 

"dual-use."  I t ' s  hard t o  implement. 1t : 's  p a r t i c u l a r l y  hard 

a t  t h e  product l e v e l  t o  go - -  o r  dual-use .  

Now, t h i s  i s  not a un ive r sa l ly -he ld  opinion, 

so  t h i s  i s  my own persona l  op in ion ,  b u t  once you g e t  t o  t h e  

i n d u s t r i a l  base ,  you g e t  t o  t he  product  l e v e l ,  i t  i s  tough 

f o r  most t h ings  t h a t  a r e  m i l i t a r i l y - r e l a t e d .  

The Command Cont ro l  Commuinicat i on  world i s  

unique i n  t he  s ense  t h a t  dua l -use ,  we ' re  s t a r t i n g  t o  depend 

more and more on t h e  commercial world f o r  much of t h e  advance- 

ments. 

F o r  example, t h e r e  i s  an inve r s ion  today over 

what was 20 yea r s  ago and who was r e a l l y  pushing which t ech -  

n o l o g i e s .  The computer world ,  f o r  example, much of  t h a t ,  

except f o r  some e x o t i c  t h i n g s  t h e  m i l i t a r y  i s  doing i s  being 

pushed by t h e  commercial s e c t o r .  

So ,  i t ' s  my op in ion ,  though, t h a t  i n  t h e  way 
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promising p l a c e ,  t he  most f e r t i l e  ground, would be a t  t h e  I 
technology a r e a  where - -  not  a t  n e c e s s a r i l y  t h e  b a s i c  r e sea rc  hl 
a r e a ,  bu t  the  a p p l i c a t i o n  a r e a ,  and I t h i n k  what we see  i n  t h  el 
Rome a r e a  i s  you have a  marriage of  a  p a r t i c u l a r  technology 

a rea  where we a r e  r e a l l y  s t a r t i n g  t o  blend commercial and 

m i l i t a r y  uses  t o g e t h e r ,  and so t h e r e  i s  g r e a t  o??or tun i ty  

t h e r e .  

Now, I t o l d  you I had a  s h o r t  a t t e n t i o n  span.  

Now on t h e  l a b s .  

ASSEMBLYFIOMAN DUGAN : Right . 
LTG. FRANKLIN: I d o n ' t  b e l i e v e ,  and aga in ,  

t h i s  i s  a  personal  op in ion ,  I be l i eve  l abs  have t o  be balance 

In  o r d e r  t o  mainta in  t h e  technology-edge, t h e  t e c h n i c a l  conpe 

t ence ,  I t h i n k  i t ' s  dangerous f o r  l a b s  t o  go s t r i c t l y  t o  a  

management scheme. 

Now, i t  a l s o  i s  t r u e  t h a t  you have t o  have the  

l a b s  doing management, because from t h e  s t andpo in t  of what we 

a r e  abou t ,  you r e a l l y  need t o  -- you cannot have a l l  t h e  

competencies t h a t  you need i n  a  l a b ,  s o  w e  go ou t  t o  i n d u s t r y  

f o r  t h a t .  

So I would be l i eve  you have t o  have a  mixture .  

My b e l i e f  has been, and I ' v e  always worked t o  ensure  t h a t  ther 

i s  a  s t r o n g  technology l e g  of a  l a b o r a t o r y  system, a s  wel l  a s  

a  management l e g ,  and if yout s t a r t  ~ 6 i n g ' . t o o  much. one way d r  
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t he  o t h e r ,  I t h i n k  then you s t a r t  l o s i n g  contac t  w i th  t h e  

o the r  t h ings  you need t o  do. 

ASSEMBLTPdOMAN DUGAg: One o t h e r  t h i n g .  

One of t he  t h i n g s  - -  we cha t  wi th  people  who 

do t h i s  a l l  the  t ime ,  and I was wondctring i f  you could  t a l k  a  

l i t t l e  b i t  about how can we a t t r a c t  a g r e a t e r  number o f  small 

bus inesses  r a t h e r  than  a  l i m i t e d  number of  l a r g e r  corpora t ion :  

I mean, wi th  a l l  due I-es:>ect, and I ' m  s u r e  

t h e r e  a r e  people h e r e  r e p r e s e n t i n g  some of t hose  l a r g e r  corpol 

a t i o n s ,  they have o t h e r  means of  access  t o  c e r t a i n  t h i n g s ,  but 

we're  p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  smal l  bus ines ses ,  which we 

f i rmly  b e l i e v e ,  i s  going t o  be t h e  access  t o  which t h e  S t a t e ' s  

economy i s  going t o  t u r n  around. 

So, any s t r a t e g y  t h a t  we could develop t o  s o r t  

of  a t t r a c t  o r  o f f e r  your s e r v i c e s  t o  small bus inesses?  

LTG. FRANKLIN: \ J e l l ,  I th ink  t h a t  t h e  l abo ra -  

t o r i e s  have t o  have a r e a l  ded ica t ion  t o  Technology T r a n s f e r .  

I t  cannot be l i p - s e r v i c e ,  and they  have t o  have a  well-thought 

ou t  p lan and a wel l - thoughtout  s t o r y ,  but t h a t  i s  on ly  one 

p i ece  of  t h e  equa t ion .  

The smal l  bus iness  i s  becoming aware o f  what ' s  

a v a i l a b l e .  You know, I th ink  a l l  of us s ee  t h i n g s  t h a t  go 

lack ing  f o r  people  coming t o  a sk  f o r  them, because you d o n ' t  

know where t o  look .  
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And s o  somehow o r  another  we need t o  make 

a v a i l a b l e  t o  t h e  smal l  bus iness  a r ena ,  a  g r e a t e r  v i s i b i l i t y  

a s  t o  t h e  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  t h a t  a r e  a v a i l a b l e  t o  them. 

If you go look a t  some of t h e  h igh  t e c h  a r e a s ,  

and i f  you- look at- t he  Boston Cour ie r ,  i f  you g o - l o o k  out  a t  

S i l i c o n e  Val ley,  one of  t h e  th ings  t h a t  you s e e  i s  t h a t  you 

s e e  you ge t  many small  bus inesses  t h a t  s t a r t  up i n  t hose  

a r e n a s  because t h e  people t h a t  s t a r t  them up have been doing 

t h e  high t ech  r e s e a r c h ,  and so i t ' s  a f a m i l i a r  a r e a .  

Now, i n  p repar ing  f o r  t h i s  S e a r i n g  today ,  one 

of  t h e  t h ings  t h a t  s t ruck  me was t h a t ,  I b e l i e v e ,  t h a t  and 

I ' m  no t  a  very imaginat ive  person,  bu t  I b e l i e v e  t h a t  i f  I 

could s i t  down f o r  some p2r iod of t ime,  I s e e  l o t s  and l o t s  of 

o p p o r t u n i t i e s  - -  a p p l i c a t i o n  o p p o r t u n i t i e s ,  s o  I th ink  t h a t  

we've go t  t o  f i n d  a  v e h i c l e  f o r  i nc reas ing  (emphasis) t h e  corn: 

municat ions  of small  bus iness  communities and i n c r e a s i n g  t h e  

awareness of wha t ' s  r e a l l y  a v a i l a b l e  t o  him. 

ASSEMBLYiJOMAN DUGAN : Thank you. Quest i o n s ,  

Ron? 

ASSEIIBLYMAN SCHIMMINGER: Yes. Major General ,  

l e t  me beg in  f o r  apo log iz ing  f o r  my s l i g h t  l a t e n e s s .  

Let  me a l s o ,  I th ink  (emphasis) ,  i n t roduce  t h e  

Ranking Minori ty  Member on t h e  Assembly Small Business Commit- 

t e e ,  Robert Warner from Binghamton, who', I t h i n k  (emphasis) ,  



Questions & Answers 30 

i s  s i t t i n g  over t h e r e  i n  t he  audience.  I ' m  b l i nded  by t h e  

l i g h t ,  s o  t ake  my word f o r  i t ,  he was t h e r e  a t  one t ime ,  he 

may s t i l l  be t h e r e .  

Let me a l s o  compliment you on your c h a r t s .  

Whatever advanced h igh  technology you used t o  prepare  t hose  

c h a r t s ,  t h e y ' r e  the  b e s t  c h a r t s  t h a t  I ' v e  seen i n  a  l ong  t ime 

here  i n  the  Cap i to l .  A ques t ion  though, and it fo l lows  up on 

Assemblywoman Dugan' s ques t  ion on small  bus iness .  

There i s  a  Federal  Program, t h e  Federal  Small 

Business Innovation Research,  t h e  FSBIR Program, w h i c h  sends  

gran t s  t o  businesses  which a r e  i n  the  bus iness  o f  i nnova t ion .  

The S t a t e  a l s o  has a  program which t i e s  those  Federa l  Grants 

winners through between Phase I and Phase I T .  

I wanted t o  ask  what r o l e  t he  Rome Lab has  had 

i n  s ecu r ing  of those  g r a n t s ,  how va lusb le  you t h i n k  they  a r e  

o r  a r e  n o t ,  both a t  t h e  Federal  and the  S t a t e  l e v e l ?  

LTG. FRANKLIN: A s  I r e c a l l ,  t h e  Lab ' s  involve-  

ment i n  t h e  Sna l l  Business  Innovat ive  Research Program i s  more 

i n  t he  eva lua t ion  o f  t h e  r eques t  f o r  the  funds.  

The way - -  a s  I r e c a l l ,  the  way t h a t  program 

works, t h e r e  i s  b a s i c a l l y  a  t a x  put  on our a c q u i s i t i o n  pro-  

grams, a  percen t  o r  pe rcen t  and a  h a l f ,  of t h e i r  d o l l a r s  go p 

i n t o  product  funds f o r  Small Business Innovat ive  Research.  

Then when people come i n  wi th  a  r e q u e s t  f o r  a  
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con t rac t  or  a  grant  aga ins t  SBIR, the re  i s  an evaluat ion of 

t h a t .  

My r e c o l l e c t i o n  of t h a t  i s  t h a t  the  Lab does 

the  evalua t ion  as  o?posed t o  t h e  admin i s t r a t ion .  

? o ,  i t  i s , h a r d  f o r  me t o  g ive  you an honest 

answer as  t o  what has come out  of t h a t  program, but conceptual 

l y ,  I th ink  i t  i s  a  g r e a t  idea .  

I work i n  a l a r g e  o rgan iza t ion ,  the  A i r  Force 

i s  no t  a  t r i v i a l  organiza t ion  and the S t a t e  of New York i s  not 
. . 

a  t r i v i a l  organiza t ion .  

One of the  th ings  t h a t  I see  over and over 

again a s  our orzaniza t ions  ge t  l a rge ,  we tend t o  channel peo- 

p le  i n t o  our systems, and we tend t o  no t  always reward innova- 

t ion.  

So over and over again you see  t h a t  the  t r u e  

innovation comes from the  smaller  bus inesses .  So, conceptual- 

l y ,  i t ' s  a  g rea t  idea .  

ASSEMBLYMAN SCHIMMINGER: One o the r  question 

dea l ing  wi th  something I ' v e  heard,  and I ' m  not  sure t h a t  i t  i s  

t r u e  o r  n o t .  

Cr i t i c i sm perhaps,  of some Federal  Labs, and 

t h a t  i s  an absence, and I'm not  su re  i f  i t  i s  t h e  case o r  n o t ,  

an absence of adequate pa tent  f o r  copyright  p ro tec t ions  f o r  

p r i v a t e  s e c t o r  entrepreneurs  who might wish t o  benef i t  from 
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some s e r v i c e s  of t h e  Federa l  Labs. 

I s  t h i s  an accu ra t e  assessment ,  o r  am I miss in  

something? 

LTG. FRANKLIN: I ' m  going t o  have t o  g i v e  you 

an o f f - t h e - t o p  of my head on t h a t  gut  r e a c t i o n ,  because i t  

won't  be  based on a l o t  of  knowledge. 

I t h i n k  t h a t  the  p l ace  t h a t  you run i n t o  prob- 

lems i s  where we b r i n g  people i n  from a commercial s e c t o r ;  

f o r  example, i s  i n  t h e  a rena  o f  da t a  r i g h t s ,  and t h a t  would 

include th ings  l i k e  p a t e n t s ,  where many t i m e  t h e  government i! 

ask ing  f o r  the  data  r i g h t ,  which r e a l l y  would mean t h a t  t h e  

company would be g i v i n g  away i t s  h e r i t a g e ,  so t o  speak. So, 

t h a t  i s  t h e  th ing  t h a t  comes up over  and over  aga in ,  handled 

on an i n d i v i d u a l  b a s i s .  I t ' s  always worked o u t ,  i t ' s  worked 

ou t  w i t h  more pain than many t imes tban you would l i k e  t o  havc 

on b o t h  s i d e s ,  but  i t ' s  an  a r ea  t h a t  does have some confusion 

a s s o c i a t e d  wi th  i t .  

ASSEMBLYMAN SCHIMMINGE,R: Thank you. 

ASSEMBLYWOM~ DUGAN : Assemblyman C a n e s t r a r i  . 
ASSEMBLYMAN CANESTRARI : Yes, General ,  i n  your 

tes t imony you r e f e r  t o  t h e  Outreach Program t h a t  you i n i t i a t e (  

on December 11 th .  

Could you expand on t h a t  and what t h e  response 

has been t o  d a t e ,  i f  any ,  t o  the  program? 



Questions & Answers 3 3  

LTG. FRANKLIN: Well, the Outreach Program i s  

program t h a t  the  Lab has gone out  t o  -- l e t  me check my notes 

t o  make su re  I don ' t  ge t  confused. 

That program i s  a program where we have gone 

out t o  the  -- j u s t  one second, please -- hold one second. 

(Whereupon, the re  was a b r i e f  pause i n  the  pro 

ceedings .) 

Let me give you an answer l a t e r  on on t h a t ,  

because I am not  a s  knowledgeable on t h a t  a s  I need t o  be. 

We w i l l  come back t o  you and give you a b e t t e r  answer. 

ASSEMBLYMAN CANESTRARI: One more quest ion,  

then.  

I n  terms of t h e  Xome Lab, what do you see i t s  

pos i t ion  i n  t h e  next  f i v e  years ,  o r  t en  years ,  and i s  there  

anything t h a t  we can do t o  secure t h a t  pos i t ion  of growth, o r  

s t a b i l i t y ,  o r  depending upon your a n a l y s i s ,  what can we do t o  

be of a s s i s t ance?  

ASSEMBLYWOMAN DUGAN: And could I speak t o  you 

about t h a t  concept, and do you th ink  -- i s  t h e  A i r  Force 

going t o  be impressed with the  f a c t  t h a t  we a r e  t r y i n g  t o  

develop a program t o  work with a l l  of you? 

Vould t h a t  change the  A i r  Force ' s  opinion may- 

be of what i t  would do with Rome? 

LTG. FRANKLIN: I th ink  t h a t  the  f u t u r e  of the  
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Lab i s  r e a l l y  i n  our hands.  

It depends on how innova t ive  xe a r e ,  and I 

r e a l l y  b e l i e v e  t h a t  w e  have i n  f r o n t  o f  us an oppor tun i ty .  

We're s ee ing  fundamental paragons,  yes ,  ac ros s  

t h e  Country. 

I C e r t a i n l y  i n  t h e  mi l i t - a ry ,  we a r e  going away 

from convent ional  t h ink ing .  We're being --  with  the  budget 

c u t s ,  t h e  down-sizing and so  f o r t h  - -  we' re  being forced  t o  

t h ink  innova t ive ly .  

The Rome Lab s i t u a t i o n ,  w i th  G r i f f i s s  being 

c losed ,  c r e a t e s  on the  one hand, c r e a t e s  a  problem, and on 

t h e  o t h e r  hand, c r e a t e s  an oppor tun i ty ,  and I th ink  i t ' s  our 

choice  a s  t o  whether we end up making t h a t  an oppor tun i ty  o r  

n o t .  

Let me expand on t h i s .  

The Pres iden t  has t a l k e d  about Dual-Use, h e ' s  

t a l k e d  about  Pa r tne r sh ips ,  h e ' s  t a l k e d  about Education.  

We s e e  -- I s e e  wi th  t h e  Lab, many t imes we've 

had words, we haven ' t  had ideas  behirid the  words a s  t o ,  what ' :  

t h e  r e a l  subs tance ,  s o  my b e l i e f  i s  t h a t  i f  we can f i n d  a  

v e h i c l e  f o r  a  "win-win" s i t u a t i o n ,  a  win f o r  t h e  A i r  Force,  a  

I' win f o r  t h e  C i t y ,  t h e  County, t h e  S t a t e ,  we can s e t  up a  win- 

win" s i t u a t i o n  for the  e n t i r e  United S t a t e s  by be ing ,  i f  you 

w i l l ,  a  l e a d  p r o j e c t  -- a  prototype a s  t o  how one may go about 
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defense  conversion.  

Now, Col .  Nei lson,  t h e  Commander of  t he  Lab, 

has been suggest ing some th ings  i n  t h e  way of t h e  educat ional  

arena and doing some marr iage between t h e  S t a t e  and t h e  Lab 

and t h e  educat ional  a r ena .  

If we a r e  c l e v e r  i n  t h a t ,  I t r u l y  be l i eve  t h a t  

we can s e t  up a  g r e a t  example f o r  t h e  r e s t  of t he  Country t o  

fo l low.  

I f  we a r e  n o t ,  and we a r e n ' t  succes s fu l  i n  do- 

ing  t h a t ,  you know, by t h e  way, I guess t h e  r e s t  of t h e  . 

thought i s , i f  t h a t  were have occurred,  t hen  I t h i n k  t h a t  once 

you show'a succes s fu l  o rgan iza t ion ,  i t  w i l l  bu i ld  on i t s e l f  

and t h e  f u t u r e  i s  very  r i c h .  

I f  we a r e  no t  success fu l  working t h a t  o u t ,  the1 

I t h i n k  t h e  f u t u r e  of  Rome Lab tends  r e a l l y  a long  -- i t  g e t s  

down t o  very b a s i c s  - .  it g e t s  down t o :  Can Col.  Neilson,  

myself ,  and t h e  l o c a l  community forge  a  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t h a t  

reduces  t h e  suppor t -cos t  of  t h e  A i r  Force t o  keep t h e  Rome 

Lab where i t  i s .  

It s t r i k e s  me t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  l o t s  and l o t s  o f  

b e n e f i t s  t o  having Rome Lab where i t  i s ,  by t h e  same token,  

a l l  o f  t h e  s e r v i c e s  a r e  f a c i n g  tremendous budget p re s su re s ,  

and so we, l i k e  i n d u s t r y ,  a r e  looking f o r  ways t o  no t  only  

conso l ida t e  -- c o n s o l i d a t i o n  by i t s e l f  doesn ' t  have very much 
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meaning b u t  t o  c u t  suppor t  c o s t s .  

So i f  we can f i n d  ways t o  c u t  t h e  support  

cos t  a t  Rome, t h e r e  a re  many b e n e f i t s  t o  keeping t h e  Lab 

t h e r e ,  and l e t  me j u s t  enumerate a  couple  of t hen .  

ASSEMBLYMA?I CANESTRART : J u s t  a  minute.  Cut- 

t i n g  support  c o s t s  - -  f o r  example. 

LTG. FRANKLIN: Y e l l ,  when t h e  b a s i c  i n f r a -  

s t r u c t u r e  o f  the  base goes away, t h i n g s  t h a t  t h e  base  used t o  

do f o r  t h e  l a b o r a t o r y ,  f i r e  p r o t e c t i o n ,  p o l i c e  p r o t e c t i o n ,  

some of t h e  hea t ing ,  t h e  power, t h o s e  kinds of t h i n g s  w i l l  

have t o  be picked up. 

Some of t h e  procuremerlt support  f o r  l o c a l  

c o n t r a c t s  was done by the  base ,  a s  opposed t o  t h e  l a b o r a t o r y .  

ASSEMBLYMAN CANESTRARI: : Yes. 

LTG. FRANKLIN: Ue wil.1 have t o  p ick  those  

t h ings  up, some of which we can p ick  up w i t h i n  t h e  l a b o r a t o r y  

s t r u c t u r e ,  o r  I can p i ck  them up from my o r g a n i z a t i o n  a t  

Hanscom. Some of  them a r e  r e c u r r i n g  c o s t  which d r i v e  t h e  o v e ~  

a l l  support  c o s t  o f  t h e  A i r  Force up ,  which i s  n o t  a  good 

th ing  t o  do i n  t oday ' s  environment. So w e  need t o  f i n d  ways 

t o  minimize support  c o s t ,  t h e  added suppor t  c o s t .  

ASSEMBLYMAN CANESTRARI: Are t h e r e  any d i scus -  

s i o n s  of t h a t  under way p r e s e n t l y ?  

ASSEMBLMJOMAN DESTITO: Yes, yes .  
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LTG. FRANKLIN: Yes. There a r e  f o r  both  t h e  

C i t y  and t h e  County. 

So, I t h i n k  our  f u t u r e ,  r e a l l y  t h e r e  i s  a huge 

oppor tun i ty  i n  my mind, and then t h e r e  i s  a  more mundane k ind  

o f  oppor tun i ty ,  i t  depends on how innova t ive  we a r e  and how 

aggres s ive  we a r e  a t  working. 

The reasons  t h a t  I t h i n k  t h a t  keeping t h e  Lab 

t h e r e  i s  a  smart t h i n g  t o  do, a l though i t  may be t h a t  budget 

p re s su re s  ove r r ide  i t .  

When I was a  Lab Commander, we were a b l e  t o  go 

ou t  t o  t h e  var ious  u n i v e r s i t i e s  ac ros s  t h e  S t a t e  and h i r e  t he  

t op  10 percen t  of  s t u d e n t s  coming ou t  of t h e  t e c h n i c a l  c l a s s e  

People s a i d  we cou ldn ' t  do t h a t .  

I s a i d ,  "!*Jetre going t o  go h i r e  people."  I 

wasn ' t  agg res s ive  enough, I s a i d ,  "We're on ly  going t o  h i r e  

t h e  t o p  20 ~ e r c e n t .  1 1  

I'eople s a i d ,  "You c a n ' t  h i r e  those ."  

It tu rned  ou t  we could h i r e  about  10 percen t  

of  t h e  gradua t ing  c l a s s e s .  

For a  couple  of t h r e e  o r  f o u r  r ea sons :  

One, t h e  work was i n t e r e s t i n g ,  t h e  pay wasn' t  

bad,  people  r e a l l y  l i k e d  t h e  a r e a ,  t h e  q u a l i t y  of l i f e  was 

good, with strong ties to the family, the educational oppor- 

tunities, all the things that >right people are looking for 
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i n  t he  way of s t a y i n g  i n  t h e  a r e a  were t h e r e  and Rome LaSs 

of fe red  t h e  t e c h n i c a l  c h a l l e n g e  in ' any  of t h e  opportune - 

S t a t e  a r e a s  where they thought  t h e  q u a l i t y  of life was good, 

T h a t ' s  one side. 

Fran my s i d e ,  i n  h i r i n g  the  t op  10 percent  of 

t he  peo?le,  we weren ' t  guaran teed ,  bu t  we had a high probabi l  

i t y  t h a t  we would be a b l e  t o  main ta in  t h a t  k ind  of memorabili 

t h a t  you're looking f o r ,  so  t h a t  you can ,  indeed,  keep pushin 

t h e  f r o n t i e r s .  

ASSEMBLY5JOMAN DUGAN : Thank you. A s s e m b l y -  

woman Des t i t o?  

ASSEMBLYIJOMAN DESTITO 'Thank you. 

General ,  w e  do have a l o c a l  group,  and from my 

co l leagues  who d o n ' t  know, we have a G r i f f i s s  Redevelopment 

Planning Counci l ,  of  which t h e r e  i s  a  subcommittee f o r  Rome 

Lab and many of  i t s  members a r e  he re  today ,  and I want t o  ' - 

thank them f o r  coming. 

But can you g i v e  us an idea  -- t h e  S t a t e  o f  

New Mexico does q u i t e  a b i t  w i th  t h e  Federal  Labs and t h e  A i r  

Force Lab, can we l e a r n  a l e s s o n  from New Mexico i n  doing mor 

--  a c t i v e l y  doing more Tech Transfe r  on t h e  S t a t e  l e v e l ,  and 

working wi th  more r eg iona l  a l l i a n c e s  and academic i n s t i t u -  

t i o n s ?  

Is t h a t  a  model t h a t  ~ 7 e  can t u r n  t o  a s  we look 
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t o  improve our a l l i a n c e s  with Rome Lab and involve more small 

businesses? 

LTG. FRANKLIN: Well, I th ink  from what I know 

of t h a t  Al l iance ,  Ro Ann, i t  has been a  very cons t ruc t ive  and 

productive a l l i a n c e .  It a l s o  has been a  very vigorous a l l i -  

ance. 

I th ink  i t ' s  a  good model t o  use ,  I ' m  a  g r e a t  

be l iever  t h a t  one ought t o  s t e a l  good ideas wherever you see 

them. 

I would o f f e r  t h a t  the re  a r e  o t h e r  a l l i a n c e s  

t h a t  one ought t o  look a t ,  a s  we l l ,  and then t a i l o r  those 

things t h a t  look l i k e  they  f i t  t o  the  S t a t e  and t o  the  Lab an 

t o s s  out those t h a t  d o n ' t .  But t h e  S t a t e  of New Mexico and 

the Lab i n  New Mexico has had a very s t rong  bond. It has bee 

very productive f o r  both of them. You see s i m i l a r  th ings  i n  

Ohio, a s  w e l l .  

ASSEKBLYWOMAN DUGAN: Yes. Thank you, General 

Assemblyman Casale? 

ASSEMBLYMAN CASALE: General, no t  t o  belabor o  

the same p o i n t .  

Ms. D e s t i t o  explained the  Local Development 

Council working very a c t i v e l y  and, obviously,  Rome Lab become 

the  foca l  poin t  because t h a t ' s  b a s i c a l l y  what i s  l e f t  t h e r e  

now. 
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You use  terms " forg ing  a l l i a n c e s "  and t r a n s -  

l a t i n g  words and i d e a s  i n t o  a c t i o n .  

Very s p e c i f i c a l l y ,  what do you th ink  would be 

the  A i r  Force ' s  p o s i t i o n  i f  t h e  l o c a l  community -- and,  

obviously,  you c a n ' t  speak f o r  t h e  e n t i r e  o rgan iza t ion  - . -  i f  

the  l o c a l  community d id  want t o  c r e a t e ,  o r  does want t o  creatc  

a  formal s t r u c t u r e  by which we can t i e  Rome Lab i n t o  t h e  com- 

munity, i n t o  t he  a r e a ,  i n s t i t u t e  h ighe r  education and pu t  

toge ther  t h i s  a l l i a n c e  i n  an a c t u a l  s t r u c t u r e ,  t o  ge t  beyond 

the talk and the  a c t i o n .  

What do you t h i n k  would be t h e  Federal  Govern- 

ment's r e a c t i o n  t o  t h a t ?  

LTG. F3ANKLITl: You know, t h e r e  i s  no guaran- 

. . 
t e e s .  

ASSEMBLYMAN CASALS: I unders tand.  

LTG. FRANKLIN: My opin ion  i s  t h a t  i f  t h a t  i s  

done, and i t  r e a l l y  has substance behind i t ,  and p a r t i c u l a r l y ,  

i f  t h a t  subs tance  shows a p p l i c a t i o n s  a c r o s s  t h e  Country, I 

th ink  the  A i r  Force would be ve ry  r e c e p t i v e  t o  t h a t .  

I would j u s t  p i ck  up cln a po in t  .you made. Sack 

i n  December, I went t o  Rome and t a l k e d  t o  bo th  t h e  C i t y  lead-  

ers and a l s o  t h e  f o l k s  i n  t h e  Lab. A . t  t h a t  t ime my comment t o  

them - -  and I d o n ' t  t h i n k  I ' m  t e l l i n g  t a l e s  ou t  of  school - -  

was t h e r e  was a  l o t  of d i s cus s ion  but t h e r e  r e a l l y  wasn ' t  a  
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program. 

ASSEKBLy'MAN CASALE : Exac t l y  . 

LTG. FRANKLIN: I was a t  2ome l a s t  Monday, a  

week ago Monday. 

The program i s  s t a r t i n g  t o  be  formed, b u t  t h e r  

has  t o  be some s e n s e  o f  urgency,  and I t h i n k  t h a t  w i t h  t h e  A i  

Force ,  and c e r t a i n l y  I would assume wi th  t h e  S t a t e  Assembly 

would be t h e  same way, t h e r e  has  t o  be  subs t ance  behind t h a t ,  

s o  one has  t o  judge  i t  on i t s  oTm m e r i t s .  

11 The q u i c k e r  people  can work t h a t  murder 

border" ,  and s a y :  Does i t  have m e r i t  o r  n o t ,  t h e  b e t t e r  o f f  

we a l l  a r e .  

B a s i c a l l y ,  you would encourage t h e  L e g i s l a t u r e  

and t h e  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  t o  move forward w i t h  some t y p e  of  a  

s t r u c t u r e .  They cou ld  c r e a t e  t h i s  a l l i a n c e  and c r e a t e  t h i s  

ma r r i age ,  no problem. 

I c e r t a i n l y  would encourage you t o  move forwar 

and s e e  whether you t h i n k  t h a t  i s  t h e  r i g h t  t h i n g  f o r  t h e  

S t a t e  t o  do and do t h a t  v i g o r o u s l y ,  and I would guess  t h a t  i f  

you do t h a t ,  and you d e c i d e  t h a t  it i s ,  and t h e r e  i s  r e a l  sub 

s t a n c e  i n  i t ,  t h e  A i r  Force  would p robab ly  be  v e r y  much i n -  

c l i n e d  t o  suppor t  them. 

ASSEMBLYMAN CASALE: Thank you. 

ASS ZMBLWOMA?J DUGAN : Anyone e l  s e  ? 
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(No response.  ) 

General ,  i t  r e a l l y  has been an honor f o r  us t o  

have you here today.  r!e d o n ' t  u s u a l l y  g e t  t o  s ee  Major 

Generals coming t o  cha t  wi th  members of t h e  S t a t e  L e g i s l a t u r e .  

I don ' t  want t o  commit t h e  Assembly, because I 

could g e t  my "neck chopped" f o r  doing i t ,  but  we c e r t a i n l y  do 

have a  very s t rong  i n t e r e s t  i n  what ' s  going on a t  Rome and t r y  

ing  t o  preserve f o r  the  Mohawk Valley t h e  j o b s ,  and t h e  a b i l -  

i t y  t o  a t t r a c t  jobs  i n t o  t h e  Val ley .  S o  i t  i s  something t h a t  

we  r e a l l y  in tend  t o  work on and this i s  on ly  t h e  bepinning.  

Ve in tend  t o  con t inue  on and probably - -  I ' v e  been t o  Rome 

a l ready ,  a s  I s a i d ,  and t h e  nex t  time I have t o  make a  speech 

on the  f l o o r  of t h e  Assembl7, I'm going t o  f i n d  o u t  who made 

a l l  those  c h a r t s  and ask could they do some f o r  me. 

But I have t o  t e l l  you, i t ' s  been ve ry  i n t e r e s t  

ing  and,  hopefu l ly ,  we can come and c r e a t e  some s o r t  of  p a r t -  

ne r sh ip  t h a t  would be  b e n e f i c i a l  t o  a l l  of us .  

LTG. FRANKLIN: Thank you ve ry  much. I appre- 

c i a t e  t h e  oppor tun i ty .  

ASSPMBLYGJOMAN DUGAN: Okay. The nex t  wi tness  

i s  Graham Jones ,  who i s  t h e  Executive Di rec tor  of t h e  Science 

and Technology Foundation.  

Graham, I ' m  going t o  t u r n  t h e  Chairmanship over 

t o  Ron C a n e s t r a r i .  I have t o  run ac ros s  t o  the  Cap i to l  and 
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Good morning [afternoon]. Thank you for inviting me here 
today to testify during your hearings on technology transfer. 

The Air Force organizes its research, acquisition and 
sustainment work under the Air Force Materiel Command. AFMC is 
an integrated team delivering and sustaining the best products for 
the world's best Air Force. AFMC researches, develops, tests, 
acquires, delivers, and logistically supports every Air Force weapon 
system. 

The Command, which traces its heritage back to 1917, works 
closely with its customers to ensure each has the most capable 
aircraft, missiles, command, control, communications, and 
intelligence, or C31, and support equipment possible. The 
cornerstone of the customer support commitment is a "cradle to 
grave" philosophy known as Integrated Weapon Systems 
Management. 

The research and acquisition portion of the AFMC organization 
consists of four Product Centers- airplanes, space, human systems, 

- and C3I. I command the C31 arm of the command - the ~lectronic' 
Systems Center, or ESC, at Hanscom Field, Massachusetts. Rome 
Laboratory located at Griffiss Air Force Base in Rome, New York is a 
vital part of my Command. 

As you know, the military often has its own terms for things. 
In the commercial world, our C31 systems would be known as 
information management systems and our C31 technologies would be 
known as information technologies. These technologies are 
important to to1 our defense -- and vitally important to our economy. 

ESC develops and acquires systems combining computers, 
radars, information displays and communications gear. These 
systems monitor enemy forces and allow U.S. commanders to make 
quick decisions based on the latest information -- and to quickly 
transmit those decisions to the troops in the field. 

Among the systems developed by the center are mission 
planning systems, the Airborne Warning and Control System, or 
AWACS, the Ballistic Missile Early Warning System, the Joint 
Surveillance Target Attack Radar System or Joint Stars, and the North 
American Aerospace Defense Command center in Cheyenne 
Mountain, Colorado. 



I'm sure all of you who listened to the news during Operation 
Desert Storm are familiar with AWACS and Joint Stars -- two systems 
which played key roles in managing the air and ground war. The 
enabling technology was developed by Rome Laboratory and the 
systems were developed and acquired by ESC. 

I assumed Command of ESC in October of last year. Being the 
Commander is doubly rewarding for me because I also commanded 
Rome Laboratory from 1986-1988 -- an experience that was one of 
the highlights of my career. It was during my command that our 
photonics technology relationship with the state of New York was 
forged. 

Rome Laboratory has a rich historical background. The lab 
traces its heritage back to an Army Signal Corps radio lab established 
in 1917 at Camp Alfred Vail, New Jersey, now called Fort Monmouth. 
However, the direct ancestor of IU, was the Watson Laboratory at Red 
Bank, New Jersey. 

In 1951 under a special act of Congress, Watson Lab closed and 
moved to Griffiss Air Force Base as the Rome Air Development 
Center. On December 14, 1990, Rome Air Dcvelopment Center was 
renamed Rome Laboratory and was designated as one of only four 
Air Force "Super Labs". 

Rome Lab's mission is to advance the science and technologies 
of command, control, communications, and intelligence and to 
transition these technologies into systems to meet our customers' 
needs. It conducts research, development, and test programs and 
provides a full range of technical support to Air Force organizations. 
In addition, Rome Lab works hard and innovatively to transfer 
technology to the private sector -- an important responsibility for 
our economy. It maintains leading edge technological expertise in 
the areas of surveillance, communications, command and control, 
intelligence, reliability science, electromagnetics, photonics, signal 
processing, and computational science technologies. 

Rome Lab's history is rich with technological accomplishments 
such as the Distant Early Warning or DEWLINE radar systems and the 
Ballistic Missile Early Warning System or BMEWS both designed to 
detect and track missiles on polar trajectories. It performed the 
worlds' first transoceanic satellite communications experiment. It 



developed the worlds' first steerable array radar designed to track 
space objects. 

Rome Lab did the pioneering work on AWACS and Joint Stars 
earlier. It developed optical recording technology - technology which 
you enjoy today in compact disks. Some of your children's toys, such 
as Speak and Spell, had their origins in Rome Labs speech processing 
experiments. Radar and navigational aids operated by the Federal 
Aviation Administration. Latex paint. Other systems which 
supported our forces in Desert Storm and the Bosnia crisis such as 
the Dynamic Analysis Replanning Tool for logistics planning, the 
Computer-Aided Tactical Imagery System, and the Advanced 
Planning System for planning air operations. The list just goes on 
and on! 

The Lab has received many prestigious organizational and 
individual awards that attest to the quality of its research and 
development work and the laboratory's technical leadership. These 
include six Outstanding Unit Awards, three Organizational Excellence 
Awards, three Air Force Basic Research Awards in the last six years, 
five Air Force Harold Brown Awards for engineering achievement, 
twenty-eight Institute of Electrical and Electronic Engineers (IEEE) 
Fellows. Being recognized as a Fellow is the highest honor of that 
professional society. Two IEEE Harry Diamond awards for 
outstanding contributions by a scientist or engineer in a government 
laboratory, and the Hershel Award for Infrared Breakthroughs - the 
only government lab to ever receive this award. 

For the past three consecutive years, the Air Force Science 
Advisory Board has been evaluating the technology programs of the 
four Air Force laboratories. Rome Labs' technology areas have 
consistently received very high quality ratings with adjectives such 
as "in the top 10% in R&D activity" and "World Class"! 

In carrying out its military mission, Rome Lab has a substantial 
impact on New York State. For example, we have 257 contracts 
within the state including 54 with small businesses and 74 with 
universities and not-for-profits organizations. The total dollar value 
of these contracts is $132 million. We bring almost $51 million 
dollars into the local economy through employee salaries in an eight 
county region around Griffiss Air Force Base. 



Using New York State Department of Commerce statistics, we 
create the requirement for another 1,885 secondary, or spinoff jobs 
in the region. Over 30 companies maintain scientific and technical 
staffs in the region as a result of the lab, and over twelve new 
companies have begun because of us. This equates to approximately 
3,331 additional jobs as reported by one of the contractors who 
performed a study for the community in preparation for the BRAC 
deliberations. 

All this without benefit of technology transfer legislation 
generated by Congress in recent years that will make such things far 
more easily realized. 

There is an important point I need to make regarding 
technology and the economic development opportunities in this State. 
When Secretary of the Air Force Widnall spoke at an Air Force 
Association meeting last November, she spoke about a study the 
Rand Corporation conducted on aeronautical engineers. The 
Secretary said: 

" An aeronautical engineer who began his career in the 
1950s worked in an industry that flew 84 new designs before 
he retired. 

An engineer who joins an aerospace firm in the '90s will 
have seen 4 new military designs reach flight test. By mid to 
late career he will have participated in the design of ,maybe 1 
aircraft". 

However, the electronic industry today is where the aircraft 
manufacturing industry was 40 years ago. Electronic engineers 
today are our technological pioneers - and the electronics 
revolution continues to affect our lives -- the way we live, the way 
we work, the way we play. 

Forty years ago the first transistors were being used in a few 
applications. Twenty five years ago, the new integrated chips (ICs) 
could contain up to 25 transistors. Today chips contain millions of 
transistors. 

Today, computer workstations are as powerful as mainframe 
computers were 25 years ago. And computers become obsolete in 2- 



3 years with the introduction of next generation computers providing 
the consumer significant increases in power and decreases in cost. 

So unlike the aircraft industry, engineers entering the 
electronics industry are going to see and participate in new designs 
every 2-3 years. 

Vice President A1 Gore, in a speech he presented at UCLA on 11 
January cited an analogy between electronics and automobiles. He 
said that "If cars had advanced as rapidly as computer chips in 
recent years, a Rolls Royce would go a million miles an hour and cost 
twenty-five cents. 

The magazine Technology Review pointed out in one of its' 
issues that whenever the Federal government invests heavily in R&D, 
plant construction and modernization, this public investment has 
paid off handsomely in new technologies, economic growth and 
competitive advantages in the relevant field. With the current 
government emphasis on defense conversion, with the state of New 
York proactively leading defense conversion, and with a Rome 

- Laboratory's electronics and photonics technologies, New York is 
uniquely postured to capitalize on this growth industry / 

Federal laboratories do $25 billion of R&D each year and 
employ one-sixth of the nations scientists and engineers. Technology 
transfer is how the Federal government ensures that it exchanges, 
moves, or shares its laboratories' developed technologies with the 
private sector to include industry, academia, and state and local 
governments. 

In fact, public laws direct federal agencies to pursue technology 
transfer actively. Recognizing the critical role the Federal resources 
play in national economic development, since 1980 Congress has 
been generating and fine tuning legislation to provide numerous 
means for accessing Federal government technology, R&D facilities, 
and resources. 

The legislation includes the Stevenson-Wydler Act of 1980 as 
amended by the Technology Transfer Act of 1986, Educational 
Partnerships Act, Cooperative Agreements and Other Transactions, 
and Grants. There are also programs established by law dealing with 
Small Business Innovation Research, Independent Research and 
Development, Personnel Exchange Programs, and Alliances. 



Most recently legislation has provided the Technology 
Reinvestment Program managed by the Advanced Research Projects 
Agency that calls for the investment of approximately $500 million 
annually in Defense Conversion initiatives - the conversion of the 
defense industry to commercial enterprises. Technology transfer - 
the spin off of federally developed technology to the private sector - 
offers opportunities for economic development that can make 
historical accomplishments pale in comparison. 

As an Air Force laboratory, Rome Lab is a national resource, 
and its technology transfer programs span the United States. 

In fiscal year 1993, the lab brought in 141 Experts in Science 
and Engineering from industry and universities from 39 States. 
Approximately 50, or over one-third of these, were from New York. 

Of Rome Lab's 38 Cooperative Research and Development 
Agreements, or CRDAs, fourteen or 36% are in New York. 

We are crafting Educational Partnerships, or EPs, all within New 
York. We intend to have them in place for all of the State sponsored 
Centers of Advanced Technology, or CATS, by spring and we are 
renewing a completed EP with SUNY Tech at Marcy. 

On 11 December, we initiated an Outreach Program through 
advertisement in the Commerce Business Daily soliciting White Paper 
proposals to use our laboratory facilities as a new business incubator. 
We are collaborating with Rome Industrial Development Corporation 
who will provide the business development portion of the incubator. 
In addition to use of our laboratories, we will provide desk space and 
other support as needed. 

Of Rome Lab's technology assistance requests - 105 last fiscal 
year and 110 as of January 24th, only four and one-half months into 
this fiscal year, over 90% are from New York businesses. 

Rome Lab is an active participant in both the Syracuse and the 
Mohawk Valley regions in the Distance Learning initiative, serving in 
an advisory capacity to the Board of Cooperative Educational 
Services, or BOCES, and the Syracuse community. 



Rome Lab has invested over $200 thousand dollars and 
extensive manpower in implementing a sister lab developed 
Intelligent Tutor system in the Rome School District in a controlled 
experiment to assess its impact in improving learning processes. The 
first implementation was a Math Tutor teaching kids how to solve 
word problems. The success has been overwhelming and we are 
proceeding expeditiously to implement the Science and English 
tutors. 

In addition we have an Educational Partnership with the Rome 
School District to bring in teachers during a sabbatical under a 
mentor program to help them remain current with technology. This 
program has received enthusiastic endorsement from the teachers 
currently involved and has attracted the attention of the National 
Science Foundation and the Department of Education. 

Rome Lab has assisted the State Troopers in the Sara Ann 
Wood case. Several New York State Departments including Social 
Services, Motor Vehicles, Health, Criminal Justice, State Police, and 
Environmental Conservation have, or are scheduled, to receive 
briefings and demonstrations of technology that have application to 
their requirements. Rome Lab is planning demonstration projects on 
applications of their technology to medical needs and law 
enforcement. Hospital Radiologists and Eye Surgeons have used 
Rome Lab Image Enhancement technology to aid them in their 
diagnoses, and in the case of eye surgery, in planning surgery. 

I commanded Rome Lab when it was designated the lead Air 
Force lab in photonics research, and was pleased to play a role in 
formation of a relationship in this technology with the State. New 
York's Photonics Development Corporation has been a successful 
endeavor for the State and is poised for the explosion in photonics 
technology that all trade journals are predicting. New York is 
fortunate to have some of the Nation's industrial leaders in 
photonics -- companies such as Kodak, Corning, Xerox, Grumman Data 
Systems to name a few. And there are over 400 other companies in 
the State involved in photonics technology as well. 

An even more ambitious venture of NYNEX and Rome 
Laboratory is a joint program called NYNET, which is being carried 
out with Syracuse University, and Cornell University. A high-speed 
network using fiber optics will interconnect the four organizations 
and should be operational this Fall. By next Spring, we expect to 



have a "down-state" connection. This will make possible the sharing 
of high-performance computers and multi-media resources and will 
be the basis for demonstrating the "Information Highway" concept as 
it applies to technology, education, medicine, etc. 

As Vice President Gore said in his speech, "Our new ways of 
communicating will entertain as well as inform. More importantly, 
they will educate, promote democracy, and save lives. And in the 
process, they will also create a lot of new jobs. In fact they're 
already doing it. 

Rome Laboratory has the best technology transfer program in 
the Air Force. The laboratory has more active Cooperative Research 
and Development Agreements with industry and academia than all of 
the other Air Force Laboratories combined. Since 1986, Rome 
Laboratory has won eight Excellence in Technology Transfer awards 
from the Federal Laboratory Consortium. This is more per capita 
than any of the other four hundred federal laboratories. Only thirty 
such awards are issued annually, so the competition is intensive. One 
accomplishment which resulted in a 1993 award, was Lanthanum 
Hexaboride coatings for electrode filaments for fluorescent light 
bulbs. This could achieve improvements in overall lighting efficiency 
and tube life, with a '~otential annual savings to consumers of 
millions of dollars. 

The current Administration's program of Defense Conversion is 
focused on the use of defense related technologies in private 
industry, universities and state and local governments in order to 
improve the economic infrastructure of and competitiveness of 
America's industrial base. One of the major projects in the Defense 
Conversion Program is the Technology Reinvestment Project. 

The mission of the Technology Reinvestment Project (TRP) is to 
stimulate the country's transition to a growing, integrated, national 
industrial capability which provides the most advanced, affordable, 
military systems and the most competitive commercial products. In 
FY93, the Congress appropriated over $450 million to the TRP. 
During this initial year, the competition was vely high for the 
appropriated funding. Industry, academia, and state and local 
governments submitted over 2,800 proposals, whose total required 
funding exceeded $8 billion, to the TRP. Only about 210 proposals, or 
less than lo%, could be funded with the appropriated money. As 
you can see, the competition was great. 



Rome Laboratory is an active participant in the TRP, entering 
into 16 partnerships with industry to write proposals for the FY93 
Technology Reinvestment Project (TRP). Of those 16 partnerships, 8 
were with small businesses and 8 were with large businesses. In 
addition, 8 were with New York State businesses. Two of the sixteen 
were chosen for award. 

The first was awarded to a team consisting of General Electric 
of Schenectady NY, Martin Marietta Government Electronic Systems 
of Morristown NJ, MIA COM of Lowell MA, Engineering Systems 
Design of Reston VA, and Rome Laboratory. This technology 
development effort will demonstrate an affordable dual use sensor 
which will improve the capacity of air traffic control radars to track 
commercial aircraft and the weather affecting those flights. 
Therefore, this sensor will improve the safety and efficiency of the 
nation's air transportation system. 

The second award was to a team composed of Syracuse 
Research Corporation of Syracuse NY, Loral Space Systems of Palo 
Alto CA, and Rome Laboratory. This effort will develop and test new 
advanced satellite communication antennas for both commercial and 
military communication systems. 

New York State companies and Rome Laboratory should be 
very proud at their excellent success with the FY9.3 TRP. -- we hope 
for even greater success in future TRP efforts. 

As a Department of Defense laboratory, Rome Laboratory 
embodies all the essential attributes for a high quality, effective 
federal research and development facility. I have presented just 
some of the many examples which show Rome Laboratory's track 
record over the years. 

With competent and highly dedicated professionals, and strong 
technical leadership that is continually enhanced through education, 
training, and experience, we will continue our technological 
leadership in C31 technology for many years to come. Rome 
Laboratory is continuing to advance the state-of-the-art through a 
balanced program of in-house research and development, and an 
external research program that is a model of teamwork with 
industry and academia both inside and outside of New York State. 



I have shown you Rome Lab's outstanding record of technology 
transition leading to better operational capabilities for DoD systems. 
I have discussed our exemplary record in technology transfer which 
has had tangible economic benefits to New York State and the nation 
as a whole. Given our experience and the combined talent and 
resources of our laboratory and our industrial and academic 
collaborators, even larger benefits are ahead for the nation and New 
York from these revolutionary, inherently dual use, information 
technologies. 

Thank you for the opportunity to address this hearing. I would 
be happy to entertain any questions you may have. 
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SLIDE #I  - A W A R M  

PLEASE NOTE THAT IN TWO CASES, THERE ARE TWO AWARDS 

CI?'ED. THREE "ORGANEATIONAL EXCELLENCE, AND THREE 

AF BASIC RESEARCH AWARDS 

ALSO 2 IEEE HARRY DIAMOND AWARDS AND 2 R &D 100 

AWARDS.. THE R&D 100 AWARDS ARE TRULY PRESTIGIOUS 

- THE TOP 100 R&D PRODUCTS IN THE NATION ANNUALLY 

SLIDE 2 - BUDGET IN NY$ 

SELF EXPLANATORY 

SLIDE 3 - JOBS IMPACT 

THE CONTRACTOR/SECONDARY JOBS NUMBER WAS 

EXTMCIED FROM A WJ. SCHAEFlER STUDY DONE FOR THE 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE LAST YEAR. THE 3500 NUMBER 
INCLUDES B r n  D m  CONTRACT PERSONNEL AND 

SECONDARY JOBS DI.3RIVED BY USING A MULTIPLIER FACTOR 

DEVELOPED BY NEW YORK STATE DEET OF COMMEEXE THAT 

SAYS THAT EVERY PRIMARY JOB CREATES 1.3 SECONDARY 

JOBS. 



THE 141 CONSULTANTS ARE THE EXPERTS IN SCIENCE AND 

ENGINEERING WE HIRE EACH YEAR. WE USED THE WORD 

CONSULTANT ON THE CHART BECAUSE THE LEGISLATURE 

SHOULD MORE EASILY UNDERSTAND IT, WE HAVE 

EDUCATIONAL PARTNERSHIPS WlTH THE ROME SCHOOL 

DISTRIn, AND ARE DEVELOPING THEM WlTH CORNELL (2), 

SUNY CORTLAND, SUNY BINGHAMTON, SYRACUSE 

UNTVERSITY, UNIVERSITY OF ROCHESTER, ALFRED, CUNY, 

UTICA COLLEGE, AND MOHAWK VALLEY CO- 

COLLEGE. EDUCATION PARTNERSHIPS ALLOW THE LOAN OR 

DONATION OF LABORATORY EQUIPMENT, USING 

LABORATORY PERSONNEL TO TEACH, AND INVOLVING 

FACULTY AND STUDENTS IN RESEARCH PROJECTS OF THE 

LABORATORY. PROGRAMS CAN BE DEVELOPED TO ALLOW 

STUDENTS TO EARN CREDlT FOR THEIR WORK IN THE LAB. 

COOPERATIVE RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENTS 

ALLOW COLLABORATION BEWEEN LABORATORY AND 
INDUSTRY/UNIWRSITY RESEARCHERS. THIS 

COLLABORATION CAN SIGNIFICANTLY LEVERAGE A 
RESEARCH PROJECI' BY MAKUVG AVAILABLE LABORATORY 

FACILITIES AND EQUIPMENT AS WELL AS EXPERTISE OF LAB 

EMPLOYEES. AN EXAMPLE IS THE CRDA WITH A 

CONSORTIUM OF TEN COMPANIES UNDER WHICH WE PROVIDE 

SOFTWARE ENGINEERING TOOLS AND TRAINING WHICH WE 

HAVE D W P E D .  THE COMPANIES USE THE TOOLS IN 

DEVELOPMENT OF OPERATIONAL SOFTWARE AND PROVIDE 



US FEEDBACK ON TOOL PERFORhIANCE AND USE. OUR 

O B J E W  IS TO TEACH COMPANIES HOW TO PRODUCE 

QUALITY SOFTWARE. TECHNOLOGY ASSISTANCE IS 

PROVIDING CONSULTING SERVICES FOR INDUSTRY - 
USUALLY SMALL BUSINESSES WHICH CANNOT AFFORD TO 

HIRE CONSULTANTS. 

SLIDE 5 - TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER 

O B J E m  OF THIS CHART IS TO SHOW A STEADY AND 

SIGNIFICANT GROWTH IN TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER EFFORTS 

AT ROME LABORATORY. OUR SUCCESSES EXCEED THOSE OF 

THE OTHER THREE AIR FORCE LABS COMBINED!!! 

SLIDE 6 - M M R T .  

ROME LABORATORY'S TECHNOLOGY BASE IS UNIQUELY 

APPLICABLE TO PRIVATE S E a O R  REQUREMENTS. THE LAB 

DOES R & D IN INFORMATION SYSTEMS TECHNOLOGY WHICH 

WE IN THE MIUTARY CALL COMMAND, CONTROL, 

COMMUNICATIONS, AND INTEUIGENCE TECHN0LXX;Y. ROME 

LAB'S RESEARCH IN SURVEILLANCE, INFORMATION, 

COMMUNICATIONS, AND IMAGE PROCESSING SYSTEMS, 

ALONG WITH THE m o m  AND PHOTONICS 

TECHNOLOGIES THAT CREATE THESE SYSTEMS CAN BE 

DIRECI'LY APPLIED TO HELP IMPROVE OUR A B U I Y  TO DEAL 
SOME OF THE MOST PRESSING PROBLEMS IN THE 



NATION - HEALTH, CRIME, EDUCATION, TRANSPORTATION, 

AND OTHERS. THE NEXT CHARTS WILL GIVE SOME EXAMPLES. 

SLIDE 7 - HEALTHCARE* 

TECHNOLOGIES AT ROME LABORATORY HAVE DIRECT APPLICATION 

TO A WIDE VARIETY OF HEALTH CARE AREAS AND ISSUES. AN 

EXAMPLE OF HOW ROME LAB TECHNOLOGY CAN HELP IS THE LAB'S 

BINARY PHASE ONLY FILTER. THIS IS AN OPTICAL PATTERN 

RECOGNITION SYSTEM WHICH CAN AID IN RAPID, ACCURATE, 

AUTOMATED READING AND ANALYSIS OF MANY MEDICAL TESTS . 
SUCH AS MRI, CAT SCANS, BLOOD CELL COUNTS, AND 

MAMMOGRAMS. IN ADDITION, ROME LAB'S IMAGE ENHANCEMENT 

TECHNOLOGY CAN BE USED BY SURGEONS TO MORE ACCURATELY 

MAP THE RETINA OF THE EVE TO IMPROVE THEIR PROCEDURAL 

PLANNING PRIOR TO EYE SURGERY. 

ROME LAB'S C3 TECHNOLOGY IN SYSTEMS SUCH AS THE ADVANCED 

MULTI-MEDIA INFORMATION DISTRIBU?ION SYSTEM IMP- 

OVER THE NEXT GENEMTION OPTICAL FIBER COMM LINES USING 
ROME LAB SwlKHING TECHNOLOGY WILL U W  FOR CROSS 

COUNTRY CONSULTATIONS. THE NATIONS LEADING EXPERTS IN 

HEALTH WILL BE ABLE TO INTER4CT WITH PHYSICIANS IN 
HOSPlTALS, HELP WlTH DIAGNOSES AND SURGICAL PROCEDURES 

WlTHOUT HAVING TO LEAVE THEIR OFFICE. 



ROME LAB'S OPTICAL DISC COMPUTER STORAGE TECHNOLOGY WILL 

ALLOW GREATLY IMPROVED MEDICAL INFORMATION DATA 

STORAGE AND RETRIEVAL FOR HOSPITALS ACROSS THE COUNTRY. 

AND OUR DJTELLJGENCE DATA HANDLING SYSTEM TECHNOLOGY 

WILL ALSO ALLOW FOR ACCURATE AND SECURE COMPILATION, 

CROSS RE.FERENCING, AND ACCESS TO PATIENTS' MEDICAL AND 

HOSPITAL DATA RECORDS. 

ROME LAB TECHNOLOGY IS THE RIGHT PRESCRDTION FOR OUR 

NATION'S AND NEW YORK STATE'S FUTURE HEALTH CARE. 

SLIDE TECHNOLOGY THAT TARGETS CRIME 

ROME LAB HAS A NUMBER OF TECHNOLOGIES THAT ARE ALREADY 

BEING USED TO ASSIST FEDERAL AND STATE CRIME FIGHTERS. PuVD 

OTHERS WHICH CAN PROVIDE SIGNIFICANT HELP. FOR EXAMPLE. 

THE INTELLIGENCE DATA HANDLING SYSTEMS I h4EtNTIONED FOR 

HEALTH CARE CAN ALSO BE USED TO DEVELOP PROPERLY 

PROTECTED DATABASES OF ALL KINDS - FOR EXAMFLE FOR 

BACKGROUND CHECKS. 

. . 
OUR LASER RANGING TECHNOLOGY CAN BE USED TO IMPROVE 

POLICE XAND-HELD RADARS. 

WE HAVE DEMONSTRATED THAT OUR INFMRED TECHN0LXX;Y 

WHICH PRODUCES TELEVISION QUALITY INFRAED IMAGES CAN BE 

USED FOR COVERT SURVEILLANCE. WE HAVE PROVIDED lMAGERY 



1WXNOLOGY TO THE STATE POLICE TO ASSIST THEM IN THEIR WORK 

AT RAQUEITE LAKE ON THE SARA ANN WOODS CASE. 

WE HAVE USED OUR BINARY PI-IASE-ONLY FILTER TECHNOLOGY TO 

DEMONSTRAE TO THE FBI rrs ABILITY TO RAPIDLY AND 

ACCURATELY IDENTIFY FINGERPRINTS. 

WE HAVE BEEN USING OUR OVER-THE-HORIZON RADAR 

TECHNOLOGY TO LOCATE AND TRACK AIRCRAFT AS FAR AWAY A 

CENTRAL SOUTH AMERICA TO HELP DRUG ENFORCEMENT 

AUTHORITIES TARGET SUSPICIOUS AIRCRAFT. THE RADAR IS 

LOCATED IN MAINE! ! ! ! 

NEURAL NETWORK TECHNOLffiY IS DESIGNED TO E A R N  HOW TO 

SOLVE PROBLEMS. SUCH NETWORKS ARE MASSIVELY PARALLEL 

AND ARE CAPABLE OF MAKING DECISIONS AT VEaY HIGH SPEEDS. 

IN THE MILSTARY THEY ARE USED FOR SUCH ACITVITIES AS 

AUTOMATIC TARGET RECOGNITION, AND BOMB DAMAGE 
ASSESSMENT. THE SAME TEiC33NOLOGY CAN BE APPLIED FOR 

BALLISTICS TESTS - TO MATCH BULLEI'S TO GUNS. 

IN THE MILKARY WE NEED BOTH SECURE AND COVERT 

COMhKJNICATIONS. A NUMBER OF THE TECHNIQUES WE USE CAN BE 

APPLIED TO LAW ENFORCEMENT REQUMZMENTS. FURTHER, OUR 

CAPABILJTY TO MANAGE COMMUNICATIONS COULD GO FAR IN 

IMPROVING TKE ABILITY TO INTERNET BElWEEN DISIMILAR 



SYSTEMS, GREATLY LMPROWNG THE ABILITY TO MANAGE AND 
CONTROL RESOURCES. 

DNA "FINGERPRINTING" USES SOPHISTICATED MOLECULAR BIOLOGY 

TECHNIQUES TO IDENTIFY CERTAIN REPETITIVE SEQUENCES 

THE DNA MOLECULE. DNA TESTS ARE VALID IN COURT. TODAY, DNA 

PROBES PLOT SEQUENCES OF DNA AS COLORED BANDS ON X-RAY 
b 

FILM. THE SEQUENCIES ARE MANUALLY ANALYZED. ROME LAB CAN 

PRODUCE COMPUTT3 CHIPS WHICH, COUPLED WITH EXISTING DNA 

PROBES WOULD RAPIDLY AND AUTOMATTCALLY BUILD A 

STANDARD DNA "FINGERPRINT" WHICH, FOR EXAMPLE, COULD BE 

MA- AGAINST THE THOUSANDS OF SAMPLES OBTAINED FROM 

KNOWN SEX OFFENDERS. I HAVE HEARD THE STATE IS CONSIDERING 

A BILL CALLED THE SARA ANN WOODS BILL TO REQUIRE DNA 

FINGERPRINTING OF ALL KNOWN SEX OFFENDERS. 

SLIDE 9 - EDUCATION 

IN THE AREA OF EDUCATION, ROME LABORATORY AND ITS 
TECHNOLOGIES ARE CONTRIBUTING SIGNIFICANTLY TO NEW YORK. 

ROME LAB HAS ENTERED INTO AN EDUCATION PARTNERSHIP WTTH 

THE ROME CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT TO FURTHER DEVELOP AND 

ENRICH THE SClENTIFIC AND ENGINEERING SKILLS OF THE FACULTY 

OF THE DISTRICT WHICH CAN BE DRECEY USED TO IMPROVE 

CLASSROOM SCIENCE CURRICULA. THROUGH THIS PROGRAM, 
LOCAL HIGH SCHOOL TEACHERS TO COME TO THE LAB ON 



SABBATICAL LEAVE AND WORK DIRECTLY WITH A LABORATORY 

MENTOR ON PROJECTS THAT CAN BE USED IN THE CLASSROOM. 

IN ADDITION, ROME LABORATORY AND LOCAL JUNIOR HIGH 

SCHOOLS ARE COOPERATING IN THE TESTING OF AN INTELLIGENT 

TUTOR PROGRAM. THIS TUTOR ITSELF WAS DEVELOPED BY OUR 

SISTER AF LABORATORY, ARMSTRONG LAB. IT IS AN ARTIFICIAL 

INTELLJGENCE BASED SYSTEM FOR TEACHING MATHEMATICS WORD 

PROBLEMS. THE PROGRAM HAS BEEN HIGHLY SUCCESSFUL, WlTH 

TEACHERS AND STUDENTS ALIKE PRAISING ITS WORTH. THERE IS A - 

DISPLAY ON THE INTEUIGENT TUTOR JUST OUTSIDE THE HEARING 

ROOM WHERE YOU CAN SEE AND HEAR ABOUT THE TUTOR. THE NEXT 

SET OF TUTORS IS NOW BEING TESTED IN ROME SCHOOLS. THESE 

INCLUDE ENGLISH AND SCIENCE TUTORS. 

ROME LABORATORY PERSONNEL ALSO CONTRIBUTE TO LOCAL 
EDUCATION THROUGH OUR SCIENTISTS' AND ENGINEERS' 

ENROILMENT IN LOCAL U N I V E R S m  LIKE S U N Y  MARCY, 

SYRACUSE UNIVERSITY, AND RPI. THE LAB PAYS OVER 1/2 

MILLION DOLLARS PEB YEAR IN TUITION AM> ALLOWANCES FOR 

THE EDUCATION OF OUR PEOPLE. 

THROUGHOUT THE YEAR, WE ALSO HAVE UNIVERSITY FACULTY 

AND STUDENTS RIGHT ALONG SIDE OUR ENGINEERS WORKING ON 

RESEARCH PROJECTS OF INTEREST TO BOTH THE AIR FORCE AND THE 



UNWERSITTES. WELL OVER 200 OF THESE COLLABORATIONS OCCUR 

EVERY YEAR. 

ROME LABORATORY PERSONNEL ALSO SERVE THE EDUCATION 

CO- BY TEACHING IN THE LOCAL COLLEGE SYSTEMS, 

C-Y OVER 10 ROME LAB SCIENTISTS AND ENGINEERS ARE 

SERVING AS ADJUNCT PROFESSORS IN THE LOCAL AREA. 

LASTLY, NOT ONLY DOES ROME LABORATORY PERSONNEL 

PARTICIPATE AND IMPROVE THE EDUCATION SYSTEMS, BUT WE 

ALSO PARTICIPATE IN THE STATE'S EDUCATION SYSTEM. THE 

FAMILES OF OUR EMPLOYEES HAVE 750 OF OUR CHILDREN IN THE 
PRlMARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOLS OF NEW YORK STATE. 

WE TAKE PRIDE IN KNOWING THAT OUR -OLOGY, EDUCATION'S 

TECHN0LXX;Y OF TOMARROW, IS IMPROVING THl3 WAY OUR 

CHILDREN ARE EDUCATED TODAY. 

SLIDE 10 - TRANSPORTATIQN 

ROME LABS WORK IN SENSOR AND SIGNAL PROCESSING 

T E C H N O L O G D E S C O U L D C O ~ U T E T O ~ G E N T H I G K W A Y  

SYTEMS THAT NOT ONLY COULD HELP DRIVERS KNOW WHERE THEY 
ARE AND HOW TO GET WHERE THEY ARE GOING, BUT ALSO ALLOW 

FOR GREATLY IMPROVED TRANSPORTATION MANAGEMEDIT 



PARTICULARLY IF COUPLED WITH GLOBAL POSITIONING SYSTEM 

' I E X N m .  

ROME LAB HAS PATENTED AN APPLICATION OF ITS BINARY PHASE 

ONLY FILm C O ~ T O R ~ O L O G Y  WHICHCANCREATE A 

PHASE ONLY PATTERN IMAGE OVERLAY ON A PHOTOGRAPH ON A 

CREDIT CARD OR DRIVERS LICENSE. AN ATIEMPT TO TAMPER WITH 

THE PICmTRE WOULLD DESTROY THE PATTERN. WHICH COULD BE 

RAPIDLY DIZIECI'ED BY A SIMPLE SCANNING TECHNIQUE. 
I 

TODAY, VARIOUS LAW ENFORCEMENT, FIRE AND EM;ERGENCY 

ORGANIZATIONS USE DISSA4ILA.R COMMUNICATIONS WITH NO 

INTEROPERABILITY. THIS GREATLY HINDERS ABILITY TO 
E F I X T M L Y  MANAGE AND DIRECT RESOURCES. ROME LABS MED W 

RESOURCE CONTROLLER CAN lNTERFACE AND MANAGE SUCH 

DISSIMILAR COMMUMICATIONS. 

INTELLIGENT TRAFFIC LIGHTS INCLUDE SENSORS TO MEASURE 
TRAlTIC PATTERNS AND VOLUME AND TO ADJUST LIGHT 

DURATIONS TO MITIGATE BACKUPS. .ROME LABS SENSOR 

TECHNOLQGY COUPLED WlTH SOME OF ITS MISSION PLANNING 

TECHNOLOGIES COULD BE USED TO Ih4PUMENT SUCH CAPABILITY. 

OUR ADVANCED PLANNING SYSTEM WAS DEVELOPED TO MANAGE 
COMBAT MISSION PLANNING. IT WAS USED IN DESERT STORM. 

BASICALLY IT APPLIED ARTIFICIAL IN'IELLIGENCE TO ASSIGN THE 

CORRRECI' AIR-, PROPERLY EQUIPPED, TO EACH MISSION 



REQ-. TI-E SAME TECHNOLOGY WTTH DDFERE3T 

DATABASE CAN BE USED FOR TRANSPORTATION MANAGEMENT - 

- PLANES, TRUCKS, TRAINS, BUSES. 

WE HAVE INSTAWLED OUR SPI333-l ENHANCEMENT TECHNOLOGY IN 
THE DALLAS/FORT WORTH AIRPORT CONTROL TOWER TO 

DEMONSTRATE HOW 'I'HE TECHNOLDGY CAN BE USED TO IMPROVE 

INTELLIGIBILI'IY OF AIRCFWTTTOWER COh4MUNICATIONS, REDUCE 

BACKGROUND NOISE, REDUCE AIR TRAF'FIC CONTROLLER FATIGUE, 
/ 

AND THUS IMPROVE SAFETY. 

SLIDE I1 - PHOTONICS 

NEW YORK HAS THE OPPORTUNllY TO BECOME A NATIONAL CENTER 

OF EXCELLENCE IN PHOTONICS. THIS WAS RECOGNIZED SOME SIX 

YEARS AGO. IXADERS IN THE INDUSTRY ARE LOCATED IN NEW 

YORK THE E T O N I C  YELLOW PAGES SHOW OVER 400 OTHER 

LARGE AND SMALL COMPANIES INVOLVED IN PHOTONICS. YOU 

HAVE WORLD CLASS RESEARCH IN YOUR UNIVERSITIES - THE 

INSTITUTE FOR OYIICS AT ROCIESTER, CUNY WHICH WAS 

RECENTLY APPROVED AS A STATE SPONSORED CENTER FOR 

ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY, OR CAT, IN PHOTOMCS, PLUS RPI, 

SYRACUSE UNIVERSITY, CORNELL, AND OTHERS. YOU FORMED THE 

NOT-FOR-PROFTT' PHOTONICS DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION OR 

NYPDC ADJACENT TO ROME LABORATORY TO BROKER ROME LAB 



TECHNOLOGY TO STATE INDUSTRY. ROME LAB IS THE LEAD AIR 

FORCE LAB IN PHOTONICS RESEARCH. INDUSTRY TRADE JOURNALS 

REPORT $75 BILLION IN SALES OF PHOTONICS EQUIPMENT IN 1993 

AND ARE FORECASTING 463 BILLION, IN ANNUAL SALES IN THE 

YEAR 2013 OR TWENTY YEARS FROM NOW. THAT'S 9% REAL 

GROWTH COMPOUNDED OW33 THE PERIOD! ! ! 

SLIDE 12 - INFORMATION HIGHWAY 

THE KEY TO THE FUTURE INFORMATION TlTHNOLOGY EXPLOSION 

AND ITS EXPLOITATION FOR THE GOOD OF THE NATION IS THE 

COMMUNICATIONS NITWORK OF THE FUTURE. ROME LABORATORY 

IS COLLABORATING WITH INDUSTRY AND UNIVERSITIES IN NEW 

YORK STATE TO PROVIDE A "HERE AND NOW" DEMONSTRATION OF A 

FUTURISTIC HIGH SPEED, BROAD BAND FIBER OPTIC 

COh4MUNICATIONS NEIW0R.K THIS NITWORK IS CALLED NYNET. THE 

MEMBEXS OF THIS COLLABORATIVE CONSORTIUM ARE AN EVER 
INCREASING LIST.. SOME OF THEM ARE SHOWN HERE ON THE SLIDE. 

THE FOCUS OF NYNET IS IN TWO AREAS. FIRST, IT IS FOCUSED ON 

THE DEVELOPMENT AND D m O N m n o N  OF THE REQUIRED 

INFORMATION INFRASTRUCI'URE FOR A WORLD CLASS, FIRST OF 

ITS KIND, HIGH SPEED FIBER OFTICS COMMUNICATION CORRIDOR 

LINKING MULTIPLE COMPUTING, COMMUNICATIONS, AND RESEARCH 

FACXJTES IN NEW YORK STATE. SECONDLY, F IS FOCUSED ON THE 
DENEDPMENT OF BROADBAND APPLICATIONS AND TECHNOLOGIES 



FOR EDUCATION, INDUS'IIILAL RESEARCH, I-EKTH CARE, AND 

MILITARY TECHNOLOGY TRANSFIX. 

ROME LABORATORY IS COMMlTTED TO PARTICIPATION IN AND THE 

SUCCESS OF NYNJET. WE ARE CONTRIBUTING OUR RESOURCES IN 
COMMUNICATIONS SWl?T'CHINGTECHNOLOGY AND OUR 

COh4MUNICATIONS KNOWLEDGE, WERENCE RESEARCH TO THE 

SUCCESS OF THE NYNET DEMONSTRATION - A REAL 

DEMONSTRATION OF OUR NATION'S FUTURE INFORMATION 

HIGHWAY. , 

YOU WILL HEAR (HAVE HEAXID) MORE ABOUT NYNET FROM THE 

MAIN INDUSTRIAL PARTNER IN THIS DEMONSTRATION, NYNEX. 



Docul~~ent Separator 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

, ~ 

May 19,1995 

The Honorable RoAnn M. Destito 
Member of Assembly, 1 16th District 
Room 652, Legislative Office Building 
Albany, New York 12248 

Dear Assemblywoman Destito: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
with a copy of the testimony and official transcript of LTG Charles E. Franklin's 
comments in support of the Rome Laboratory. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information 
used by the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that 
LTG Franklin's testimony will be carefully considered as we proceed with our evaluation 
of bases on the closure and realignment list. 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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A~artseda Nmy R e t e b  Tilcticd C o r t s d e e  
1033 Regent Street, SIcite #C 

Alantetia, C4, 94501 
Phone: (510) 521-8302/263-8048 
FAY: 51 0-521-8302263-8939 

Rebecca Cox 
Commissioner 
The Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Arlington, VA 22209 

May 7,1995 

Ref: 950421-15r1 

Dear Ms. Cox, rC 

On behalf of my committee and the community of Alameda, may I appeal to  
you as a commissioner on the 1995 BRAC Committee to give the Alameda Navy Base 
an opportunity to prove the value of the quality of life environment at the Alameda 
Navy Base. In a most recent letter to you, my committee invited you to tour the base 
when you were in San Francisco. I t  was unfortunate that time did not allow you to 
visit our facility. 

We are aware that the hearings will have already commenced on Wednesday to 
consider other bases. I do feel, however that Alameda should be given the option of 
presenting its case before the commission before the final list is sent to the President. 
The brochure I have enclosed was developed by none other than the Commanding 
Officer of the Alameda Navy Base, Captain Dodge. If the Navy is willing to extend 
themselves beyond their mandated closure, I feel that they should be given the chance 
to put the right face on the carrier homeporting issue. 

Please give this proposal your attention. You will be saving not only the Navy 
but the community that has been their host for over fifty years. 

My regards and sincere thanks on behalf of the Alameda community and my 
committee. 

VERY TRULY YOURS 

Mark Raymond Chandler 
I 

Chairman ANTRC 



More than 300 new Marina Village 
enlisted housing units opened in 
1992, increasing Bay Area housing 
occupancy to over 60% of the 
regional requirements. 

Q U A L I T Y  O F  L I F E  
MAINTENANCE AT A 
CLOSING BASE 

By Capt.  J im Dodge, 
Commanding Officer NAS 
Alameda 

July 1993 was a 
momentous occasion for the 
San Francisco Bay area. Six of 
eight Bay Area naval 
installations were approved by 
the President for closure under 
the Base Realignment and 
Closure decision of 1993. 
Naval Air Station Alameda, 
one of only three major Navy 
air, fleet support and industrial 
activities combined on one base 
in the United States, was 
affected by that decision. 

It has been critically 
important for the Navy to 
reduce infrastructure in order 
to maintain readiness and 
recapitalize the force structure. 
In 1993 everyone knew the 
Navy had excess capacity in air 
statibns and industrial 
activities, but homeports for 
nuclear camers were not 
something the Navy seemed to 
have in excess capacity. I think 
that seeing everything, 
including the aircraft camer 
support at Alameda, go away 
with a single BRAC 

decision was what stunned 
everyone. The affects of 
disbelief, denial, anger and 
finally resignation on the 
employees of the air station and 
Bay Area residents resulting 
from the closure announcement 
are still sinking in. With major 
clean up and closure work on- 
going base-wide today, it is 
still difficult to stand on the 
end of one of the piers or on 
the flight deck of Abraham 
Lincoln or Carl Vinson, see 
open ocean through the Golden 
Gate only 30-45 minutes away, 
and not wonder if the Navy is 
giving up an invaluable 
strategic asset that it will 
probably never be able to 
replace. 

That said, our orders 
are to close Alameda in 1997, 
and my goal is to close this 
base with the Navy's Quality of 

BEQ central reservations office 
efficiently manages more than 
1,000 permanent and transient 
accommodations. 

Life model in mind. Central to 
Alameda's closure planning 
was adoption of a schedule that 
will maintain the current 
quality of life for Navy and 
Marine men and women in the 
Bay Area and NAS Alameda at 
or above present standards all 
the way to the scheduled 
closure date in April 1997. A 
good quality of life is critical in 
order to maintain the highest 
possible levels of readiness in 
our deploying units and high 
morale among those ashore 
who are charged with base 
cleanup and closure on top of 
their normal fleet support 
assignments. 

Fortunately, a lot of 
positive steps were being taken 
at NAS Alameda when the 
BRAC 93 decision was made. 
The base was midway through 
a 1982 redevelopment program 
designed for the NAS Master 
Plan, so significant QOL 
funding had been spent 
effectively during the late 
1980's and early 1990's. For 
example, in 1992 more than 
300 new enlisted housing units 
were completed at the station's 
Marina Village Housing 
complex. These new units 
enabled the San Francisco Bay 
Area's Navy housing to 



accommodate more than 60 
percent of the fleet's family 
housing needs. 

Major renovation of 
NAS Alameda's bachelor 
quarters began in 1990 and 
continued until last summer 
when enough upgrades had 
been completed to support all 
foreseeable permanent and 
temporary bachelor housing 
needs for the Bay Area. 
Berthing spaces meet or exceed 
current CNO standards and 
occupancy remains high. 
Scheduled self-help renovations 
continue along with upgrades in 
furnishings and grounds 
keeping. The NAS galley has 
been an Edward F. Ney 
Memorial Award contender or 
fleet finalist for the last four 
years. 

The Child 
Development Center (CDC), 
opened in 1986, has capacity 
for 130 children and has a 
waiting list equally as long. 
Plans are to keep the center 
open until the end of Fiscal 
Year 1997, along with base 
housing, in order to support the 
h a l  Bay Area military 
drawdown. 

The Family Service 
Center has continued to expand 
since its inception here in 
1983, adding eight staff 

Alanrech's quality enlisted 
dining facility has been a 
regular NEY contender. 

members in-1992 to facilitate 
Transition and Relocation 
Assistance Programs and 
additional family counseling 
support. The fleet and family 
support requirements are 
growing due to the impending 
closure of the Mare Island 
Naval Shipyard in 1995, which 
will result in NAS Alameda 
FSC's adoption of Naval 
Weapon Station Concord and 
its ported ships as well as the 
1,100 families at DOD 
Housing Facility Hamilton 
Field in Novato, previously 
served by the FSC at Mare 
Island Naval Shipyard. This is 
combined with an increase in 
the amount of military 
personnel transitioning , 
relocating, seeking 
employment, and requesting 
assistance and counseling 
generated by the tenant 

closures and homeport changes 
involving most of Alameda's 
13,000 military members. 

Plans to build a new 
commissary/exchange complex 
were shelved with the BRAC 
93 closure announcement, but 
more than a million dollars in 
improvements to the Navy 
Exchange, from 1993-1994, 
brought the NEX in line with 
the country's most prestigious 
department stores. The Navy 
Lodge underwent a complete 
remodeling last July to make it 
the newest in the Pacific Fleet. 
It boasts a 90-95 percent 
occupancy rate and provides 
some of the highest quality and 
cost-effective accommodations 
in Northern California. 

The MedicalIDental. 

The Navy Lodge and NEX each underwent r 

$1M renovations in 1993/4. 



The Family Service Center 
, workload will be increasing 

through and even after 
Alameda closes in 1997. 

NavyfMarine Corps Relief 
Society, Red Cross and 
religious facilities each have 
undergone significant positive 
change in the past year. The 
NAS clinic, in anticipation of 
the Oaknoll Naval Hospital 
closure this year, has a 
renovated facility, all new 
equipment and added a 
pediatric treatment center to 
support family out-patient 
needs after the hospital closes. 

Morale, Welfare and 
Recreation sponsored programs 
continue to improve to better 
serve the changing needs of 
Alameda-based Sailors and 
Marines and was just selected 
the 1994 Best Holiday MWR 
Program winner for extra large 
facilities by the Bureau of 
Naval Personnel. Sailors who 
served at Alameda before 1987 
would not recognize the totally 
renovated Fleet Recreation 
Center. This facility, once a 
bowling alley, then a 
laundromat, specifically 

serves the fleet sailors assigned 
to Alameda's homeported 
camers, support ships and fleet 
visitors. It is located on San 
Francisco Bay next to the auto 
hobby center, the RV park 
(built by Self-Help in 1993) 
and the marina (renovated in 
1990). A short walk or a bus 
ride from the piers, the Fleet 
Rec Center contains a video 
arcade, billiards, all-sports big 
screen televisions, a pizza 
parlor, an entertainment room 
for special events, picnic area, 
tennis courts and ball fields. 
Today, it is one of the most 
convenient and capable 
facilities for supporting fleet 
Sailors in the entire Navy. 

The club system at 
Alameda, including the 
Homeport Club, the Top Four 
Club and the Officer's Club, 
continues to im~rove to meet 

patrons' needs. Cost-saving 
changes like consolidating food 
service operations out of the 
O'Club to keep operations in 
the black have not diminished 
the unique identity of each 
facility. The changes made in 
1994 should enable each club 
to maintain its distinct and 
separate identity until closure. 

The gymnasium and 
recreation services programs 
have seen significant 
improvement since the late 
1980's. The swimming pool 
was closed in 1989 after 
sustaining significant damage in 
the Loma Prieta earthquake. 
Last year it was re-opened 
following major repairs and is 
showing significant usage for 
its final years as a Navy MWR 
facility. In November 1994, 
CBU-416, Alameda's SEABEE 
unit, completed two miles of 

The Fleet  Rec Center i s  j u s t  a short walk, or  bus r ide  from the  
I 

piers  ( the  USS CAFtTi VINSON i n  background). 



ferry trial has resulted in a new 
contract to provide 6-12 
months of ferry service 
between TI and NAS for most 
of 1995. The ferry will 
probably be maintained until 
USS CARL VINSON deploys 
in 1996. 

Maintaining QOL 
programs takes resources and 
manpower. Alameda's QOL 
funding through closure in FY- 
97 is adequate to maintain the 
programs described here, 
although manpower shrinkages 
from the Navy force reduction 
program, coupled with attrition 
from base closure, make 

recreation inprovenrents include a 6 mile all-weather 
jogging trail around the runways and West end of the base. 

rework and extension on the 
NAS jogging trail. The trail 
now extends through a 100- 
acre wildlife and wetlands 
sanctuary on the west end of 
the base, providing access to an 
area never before enjoyed by 
anyone. The 1.0, 1.5, 2.0, 4.0, 
6.0 mile and 10K jogging and 
walking courses provide some 
of the most scenic panoramas 
and wildlife viewing sites in the 
Bay Area. 

To provide sailors ' 

with increased access to these 
QOL programs and facilities, 
NAS joined up with NADEP 
last August and created an 
NAS shuttle bus system which 
turned out to be a delightful 
investment for Alameda Sailors 
and Marines. The free shuttle 
runs between the piers, the 
Bachelor's quarters and all 
QOL facilities for periods up to 
20 hours a day. Extra buses are 
added to the morning and 

afternoon schedule, providing 
NADEP workers convenient 
access between off-base and 
remote parking and their work 
centers. This program has 
increased patronage at all 
QOL facilities, reduced on-base 
traffic and improved Alameda's 
Clean Air Act posture with 
state and federal Environmental 
Protection Agency regulators. 

In August 1994, a 30- 
day trial was conducted for a 
ferry service between NAS and 
Naval Station Treasure Island. 
Almost 500 service members, 
living in base housing at 
Treasure Island, work or are 
assigned to NAS ships and 
activities. The daily commute 
from TI to NAS across the Bay 
Bridge, over a reconfigured but 
less efficient highway system 
following the 1989 earthquake, 
was determined to be a 
worthwhile QOL issue. The 
success of the Auys t  1994 

manning a significant issue 
today. A Volunteers of 
America (VOA) pilot program 
which brought California State 
Prison system work-release 
prisoners aboard the air station 
in 1993 has greatly relieved 
these manning shortages. 
Alameda Sailors can now work 
longer in their rates and 
assigned billets before adding 
unrelated maintenance and base 
closure collateral duties to their 
workload. The success of the 
VOA program is currently 
being expanded to involve 
VOA participation in building 
layup, salvage and demolition 
preparation, all key aspects of 
base closure. 

The combined NAS/NADEP shuttle bus effectively connects Sailors and 
Marines from the ships and BQ1s with all quality of life programs. 



The Child Development Center will support 
military dependent requirements until 
NAS housing closes in 1997. 

I NAS Marina, improved in 1990, provides a 
convenient recreation outlet for fleet 
sailors. 

The NAS jogging (and nature) trail now 
runs along the previously closed 100-acre 
NAS wetlands and wildlife area. 

Volunteers of America (CAL State Prison 
work release inmates) effectively offset 
loss of contract and self-help grounds 
maintenance personnel at Alameda. 

These are just some 
highlights of a vibrant, 
dynamic Quality of Life 
program which will continue to 
support the finest Sailors and 
Marines in the world until the 
day NAS Alameda closes. 
Visitors to the air station over 
the next 24 months are 
encouraged to take advantage 
of all that Alameda has to 
offer. And yes, we'll show 
you a little bit about the right 
way to close a base. 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
w ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

May 18,1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS. USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Mark Raymond Chandler 
Chairman, Alameda Navy Retention 

Tactical Committee 
1033 Regent Street, Suite #C 
Alameda, California 9450 1 

Dear Mr. Chandler: 

Thank you for your letter concerning the Alameda Navy Base. I certainly 
understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
comments. 

You may be certain that the information you provided to the Commission will be 
taken into consideration as we continue our review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your continued interest in this process. Please do not hesitate to 
contact me whenever you believe I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 

Rebecca G. Cox 
Commissioner 
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KEN CALVERT 
430 m e r n r r .  C u # r o n r r # r  

COMMITTEE ON RESOURCE 

CHAIRMAN 
SUBCOMMlnEE ON ENERGY 
*NO r r w n y  AEWVACES 

COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE 
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SPACE AND AERONAUTU28 
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COMMITTEE ON ACRICUCTURE 

SUDCOMMITTEE: 
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AORCULTURE 

Memorandum 

To: Commander Dillard George, USN Legislative Affairs 
From: Dave Ramey, Legislative Director - Hon. Ken Calvel-t 

This memo is pursuant to our cotiversations regarding the Naval Warfare 
Assessment Division in Norco, Califo~l~ia. The following reflects the concerns 
of Rep. Calvert and should be considered an offlcial Congressional inq~lit-y . 

P lcasc have the appropriate Navy personnel investigate the following y ues tic~ns 
regarding the BRAC data on NWAD. 

1- We huld infornlation fiorn official BRAC files and public documents for 
NWAD that clearly indicate that the preponderance of the billets 
eliminated for BRAC scenarios nin on NWAD were based solely on a 
"directed savings objective" and @ founded on any real irnderlying 
study or documented savings assessment. If this is not true, please 
provide copies o f  the underlying studies or doctiments which form the 
basis for the savings achieved through the elimination of personrzel. We 
would like copies of the studics/docurnents for each of the potential 
receiving sites for all of the foour (4) scenarios covered in the GAO 
report. Also, please pr-ovidc points of contact with phone numbers for 
each study should follow-up be required. If no such stuclies/documents 
exist, please so state. 



2- The note at the beginning of each scenario run on NWAD indicates that 
funded direct work will be abandoned i f  NWAD moves. A list of 
programs is provided which includes well known progmnx such as 
GIDEP, etc. PIease provide copies of the Navy's or other 
documentation that shows that thesc programs will no longer require 
these services to be performed by anyone. If 110 such documentation 
exists, please so state. 

3-  The note fiom and signed by Captain Schweir at the front of each of t l ~ e  
NWAD scenarios on the base loading data indicates that CP-7 loading 
data is inaccurate in the case of N WAD (about 10- 15% low). Please 
provide the documentation that shows that the NWAD Base Commander 
does not know how many people he has on board in FY96 (next 
October) and why CP-7 is a more accurate predictor of hture personnel 
at NWAD than information held by the activity. If none exists, please 
so state. 

4- The note underneath each of the facility matrices in the oficial Navy 
BRAC scenario submissions for NWAD indicate that the NAVFAC 
Basic Facilities Requirements docunlen t for NWAD characterize most 
space as mT&E space. Yet the available space at receiving sites used 
in the COBRA model run appears to be Administrative type space. 
Please provide the documentation or site visitlaudit report used as a 
basis to change the NAVFAC facilities requirements for NWAD. If the 
available space at  the receiving sites is RDT&E, then please provide 
copies of the NAVFAC BFR document for each potential receiving site 
for all scenarios run and indicate which space is currently available for 
transtkrred NWAD activities. Further, please provide documentation 
used and at what cost the space (whether WT&E or Administrative) at 
the proposed receiving sites can be renovated, or built fi-om scratch, to 
accommodate the work that would be transferred from NWAD. If no 
docurnentation/studies exist, please so state. 



5- The official Navy BRAG submissions for NWAD show approximately 
$36 million+ in "mission costs." These costs are detailed in each 
scenario, Please explain, item by item, for all scenarios why this cntire 
$36 niillinn was apparently zeroed out in the COBRA analysis. Please 
provide any' substantiating doc urnentation that exists. If the COBRA 
model takes these specific items into account, please provide the 
documentation showing where the COBRA model dues so. If no such 
docurncntation exists, please so state. 

The basis for our concerns is that serious incollsistencies exist in the B U C  
files in the case of NWAD which remain unanswered. We understand the 
closing of an installation when cost savings are properly documented and local 
economic impact has been satisfactorily examined. However, it is well known 
that past BKAC closures have not reaIized the savings anticipated while local 
economies have absorbed these impacts at substantial costs. Several 
closures/realignments have occurred in or near our district which heightens our 
concerns, 

The Navy's BRAC process is well known and admired as methodical, well- 
documented, and based upon a COBRA model ecol~omic analysis. Therefore, 
we believe that the requests for documentation contained herein should not he 
overly burdensome as it likely exists in current files. 

If our concerns are borne out by your investigation and the above is the case, 
it is our hope that the Navy would take this opportunity to correct any errors 
that may have inadvertentIy crept into the process and provide his newly 
discovered information to the BRAC Corn~nissior~ and our office. (New 
COBRA model luns should be: conducted with corrected information. j 

Given an imminent visit by the BRAC Commission to NWAD, coupled with 
Congressman Calvert's impending testimony before the BRAC Commission, 
our office needs the requested docurnentation/information by noon on Friday 
May 19, 1995. Our Fax number is 202/225-2004. Of course, please provide 
any answers as they become available. Thank you. 
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GLEN BROWDER 
30 tnsrn~7. AcnaAwn 

COMMITTEE O N  NATIONAL SECURITY 

COMMITTEE ON THE BUOGET 

WASHINGTON OFFICE 

- 
Congress of  tip Bniteb State$ 

104 DISIIK.r F E ( X ~ ~  oFctts BUILLUYL 

P o w  O F F r L  Bux 2042 Bou$e of Bepre~entatibefi ANNt3TON. AL 36202 
PHONE' (105) 236-5655 

'Ql$ia@irrgton, B(8: 205254103 
May 16, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street. Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

We are writing to rewest that the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission add to its schedule of public hearings a 
session on the impact of the Department of Defense's 1995 closure 
recommendations on U.S. arms control treaties. In addition to 
the issues cited below, we believe DODfs closure recommendations 
carry implications for other international treaties involving the 
United States. 

Specifically, our focus is the impact of the recommended 
closure of Fort McClellan, Alabama, on the Chemical Weapons 
Convention, the 1989 Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between 
the United States and the former Soviet Union for bilateral 
verification and data exchange on the two nations' chemical 
stockpiles and production/storage facilities, and the Bilateral 
Destruction Agreement between the United States and the former 
Soviet Union for the destruction of our mutual chemical weapons 
stockpiles. 

Article X of the Chemical Weapons Convention, which is now 
pending before the United States Senate, pledges assistance and 
~rotection to any member state that is threatened by the 
potential use of chemical weapons or against which chemical 
weapons are used- Assistance includes detection equipment and 
alarm systems, protective equipment, decontamination equipment 
and decontaminants, medical antidotes and treatments and advice 
on any of these protective measures. Fort McClellan, as the 
Army's NBC (Nuclear/~iological/Chemical) Center, would play a key 
role in providing this assistance. 

Additionally, inspectors involved in carrying out the 
challenge inspections required under the 1989 MOU are currently 
trained in Fort McClellan's live-agent training facility. 
Chemical Weapons Convention inspectors also will train at the 
Chemical Defense Training Facility. 

Thirdly, Fort McClellan is cited as a key emergency response 
resource in the Amy's application for the environmental permit 

BlBe 9 CALHOUN CHAMBERS CHILTON CLAY CLEBURNE COOSA . LEE 
MACON RANDOLPH RUSSELL ST.CIAIR TALlADEGA r TALLAPOOSA 
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necessary to carry out destruction of the chemical weapons 
stockpile situated at nearby Anniston A m y  Depot. State 
officials have stated that closure of Fort McClellan would put 
the permit at risk, therefore jeopardizing the Bilateral 
Destruction Agreement between the Russian Federation and the 
United States co destroy our respective stockpiles by 2002. 

Former Ambassador Robert L. Rowny testified before the Base 
Closure Commission about this issue in 1993 and is available to 
testify again in 1995 if called. We are also aware that the 
Commission has received unsolicited correspondence on this issue 
from chemical weapons experts a.ssociated with the Stimson Center 
and the Center for Strategic and International Studies. 

We believe that the proposed closure of Fort McClellan 
carries serious implications for the implementation of the 
Chemical Weapons Convention, the 1989 MOU and the 1990 Bilateral 
Destruction Agreement. While we request that the Commission 
strongly consider a public hearing to receive testimony on these 
arms control treaties, at the very least we ask that the 
Commission ask President Clinton how the United States plans to 
meet the requirements of these international agreements if the 
recommendation to close Fort McClellan is upheld. 

diG54-L Glen Browder 

Member of Congress United States Se 

Richard Shelby 
United States Senatord 
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COMMITTEE O N  NATIONAL SECURITY 

COMMITTEE O N  THE BUDGET 

Was'fiington, Bd 20525-0103 
May 16, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 

WASHINGTON OFFICE: 

2344 RAVEURN BUILDING 
WASHINGTON, DC 20515-0103 

(202) 225-3261 
- 

DISTRICT OFFICES. 

104 FEDERAL BUILDING 1 

Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

We are writing to request that the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission add to its schedule of public hearings a 
session on the impact of the Department of Defense's 1995 closure 
recommendations on U.S. arms control treaties. In addition to 
the issues cited below, we believe DODVs closure recommendations 
carry implications for other international treaties involving the 
United States. 

Specifically, our focus is the impact of the recommended 
closure of Fort McClellan, Alabama, on the Chemical Weapons 
Convention, the 1989 Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between 
the United States and the former Soviet Union for bilateral 
verification and data exchange on the two nations' chemical 
stockpiles and production/storage facilities, and the Bilateral 
Destruction Agreement between the United States and the former 
Soviet Union for the destruction of our mutual chemical weapons 
stockpiles. 

Article X of the Chemical Weapons Convention, which is now 
pending before the United States Senate, pledges assistance and 
protection to any member state that is threatened by the 
potential use of chemical weapons or against which chemical 
weapons are used. Assistance includes detection equipment and 
alarm systems, protective equipment, decontamination equipment 
and decontaminants, medical antidotes and treatments and advice 
on any of these protective measures. Fort McClellan, as the 
Army's NBC (Nuclear/Biological/Chemical) Center, would play a key 
role in providing this assistance. 

Additionally, inspectors involved in carrying out the 
challenge inspections required under the 1989 MOU are currently 
trained in Fort McClellan's live-agent training facility. 
Chemical Weapons Convention inspectors also will train at the 
Chemical Defense Training Facility. 

Thirdly, Fort McClellan is cited as a key emergency response 
resource in the Army's application for the environmental permit 
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necessary to carry out destruction of the chemical weapons 
stockpile situated at nearby Anniston Army Depot. State 
officials have stated that closure of Fort McClellan would put 
the permit at risk, therefore jeopardizing the Bilateral 
Destruction Agreement between the Russian Federation and the 
United States to destroy our respective stockpiles by 2002. 

Former Ambassador Robert L. Rowny testified before the Base 
Closure Commission about this issue in 1993 and is available to 
testify again in 1995 if called. We are also aware that the 
Commission has received unsolicited correspondence on this issue 
from chemical weapons experts associated with the Stimson Center 
and the Center for Strategic and International Studies. 

We believe that the proposed closure of Fort McClellan 
carries serious implications for the implementation of the 
Chemical Weapons Convention, the 1989 MOU and the 1990 Bilateral 
Destruction Agreement. While we request that the Commission 
strongly consider a public hearing to receive testimony on these 
arms control treaties, at the very least we ask that the 
Commission ask President Clinton how the United States plans to 
meet the requirements of these international agreements if the 
recommendation to close Fort McClellan is upheld. 

Glen Browder 
1 

Member of Congress United States Se 

Richard Shelby 
United States Senator4 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
Plme refer to;yrrn 

703-696-0504 w r o w  . r &S/ 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

May 26,1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 6. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RETI 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Glen Browder 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

' \  

Dear Representative Browder: 

Thank you for your letter requesting that the Commission schedule a public hearing to 
examine the impact of the Department of Defense's 1995 closure and realignment 
recommendations on U.S. bilateral and multilateral arms control treaties. 

As you know, the Commission has held a number of investigative public hearings in 
Washington, D.C., to question the Secretary of Defense, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
and the service Secretaries regarding their base closure and realignment recommendations. In 
addition, the Commission intends to conduct a hearing in Washington, D.C., on June 14, to 
receive testimony from the Defense Department on the additional closure and realignment 
recommendations of the Commission, which were added for consideration during a public 
hearing of the Commission on May 10. 

Please feel free to forward to me your specific questions regarding the impact of a 
potential McClellan Army Base closure on arms control agreements. I can assure you that your 
questions will receive careful scrutiny by our review and analysis staff. 

I look forward to working with you through this difficult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact the Commission whenever you believe we can be of assistance. 

Sincerely, 
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PHnNE NO. : 51135218382 Mat={. 17 1995 88 : 12PM P2 

A~anieda  Navy Tactical Retention Committee 
1033 Rege.nt Street, Suite #C 
Alamcda, Cslifo~-nia, 94501 

510-521-83021263-8048, FAX 510-521-8032 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
Defease Base Closure and Realignment Commissiorl 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

May 18, 1995 Reference 950421-15R1 

Dear Mr. Chairman, 

1 would like to thank you for your response to niy conirniltee's invitation to 
visit the Alanleda Navy Rasc. 1 all1 sorry you were not able to flit the visit into your 
schedule. I an1 sure that tlie compressed BFUC Hearing tinie frame prevented you 
&om accepting our invitation at that time. 

I appreciated your conlmcnts on the hnctional elements of the closure 
process. To be sure, my conlmiltee and our mayor have wrestled with rr~y number of 
scenarios in an ellbrt to elevate our Carrier Proposal to the proper level, and in the 
most conducive forum. Driven by the importance of balancing the national budget, 
any number of legislators and community leaders have been convinced tliat 
constructing a mirror image of thc Alan~eda carrier piers in the Northwest, (Everett, 
Bremerion) or San Diego, is botli without budgetary merit and counter-productive if 
the Navy Is sincere in their concern for time defense budget. The White Paper, carrier 
analysis, developcd by the Alanieda County Con~mission in 1993 as a response to the 
closure of the Navy base, is still a IegiUniate description of the pros and cons of the 
carrier issue. This analysis has the full support of Senator Feinstein and RADM 
Robert Toney, as well as the Ray Area conlniunities. 

But my conimlttoe fcols caught in the middle. The Naly tells u s  that tiley want 
io retain the piers but feel that the legislators must "make i t  happen." h4y 
conversatio~is with both Senators Pelnstein and Borer as well as a number of 
Congressional staff have elicited just the opposite. Consequently, we are seeking a 
vehiclt? to move our proposal fot?vard. 



~ ~ 
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FROM ,.: PROF I LESc TkIS'Fk): PHONE NO. : 5185218382 

Since your staff will be in the Bay Area on the week of the 23rd of May, 1 
would once again invite you and your staff to tour the Alameda Naval Facility, Once 
you have reviewed our excellent quality of life atmosphere, you must be convinced 
that our com~nanding ofiicer, Captain Dodge's "Quality of Life" article that 
appeared in the local nevispapers is an earnest plea for someolie to have the courage 
to right a wrong that occurred in 1993. 

In  your letter to me, you were kind enougl~ to offer my committee your 
assistance should we ask for it. I nm asking, at this time, if you will give our request 
your co~~sideration. Certainly, you will not be disappointed. 

Please contact our mayor, Mr. RaJph Appezzato (whom you met a t  the 
mayor's conference In January), to allow us to  prepare an i t l~~e ra ry  for you and your 
stam His oflice number is 510-748-4545, and home is 510-865-0311. If there is any 
otllor material o r  iilforlnation that will assist you in your decision making process, 
please do  not hesitate to contact me. 

Thank you again for your Wild response. 

VERY TRULY Y O W N  

M$rk .~dymond  Chandler 
Chairman 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 ,- 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, U S N  (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 

May 19,1995 WENDI LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Mark Raymond Chandler 
Chairman, Alameda Navy Tactical 

Retention Committee 
1033 Regent Street, Suite #C 
Alameda, California 9450 1 

Dear Mr. Chandler: 

Thank you for your letter requesting that the Commission visit the Alameda Navy 
Base during the week of May 23, 1995. I certainly understand your interest in the base 
closure and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

As you can appreciate, Commissioners have a large number of bases to visit in a 
short period of time. The Commission is currently scheduled to visit eight military 
facilities in addition to conducting a regional hearing in San Francisco, CA during the 
week of your request. Unfortunately, the Commission will not be able to accommodate 
your request. However, you may be certain that the information you provided to the 
Commission will be taken into consideration as we continue our review and analysis 
process. 

I appreciate your continued interest in this process. Please do not hesitate to 
contact me whenever you believe I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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5 May 95 

Mr. David Epstein 
Defense Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 Northe Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Epstein, 

As per your request, enclosed please find copies of the COBRA 
runs consolidating NAESU and NATSF both at AS0 and NADEP, North 
Island. We are also providing a synopsis of our testimony on 4 
May 95 so that you may pass it on to those Commissioners that 
were not in attendance. 

NAESU is a worldwide activity that sends technicians to the 
customers (both ashore & afloat) to train military personnel in 
the repair, or actually do the repair, of aviation equipment and 
weapon systems. 

Our tech rep is the link to keeping naval aircraft operational. 

The DoD proposal is to close NAESU Headquarters and consolidate 
its functions with NADEP, North Island. 

We would like to propose an alternative: Our team proposal 
achieves the objectives and consolidations sought by Congress and 
the President but at a much higher military value than we were 
scored in the DoD proposal. 

The DoD proposal does not make good business sense. It results 
in Fleet Readiness Degradation. The reason for this is two fold: 

First - A recent survey indicates that 94% of NAESU 
Headquarters personnel will not relocate 3,000 miles away. 

Second - Higher depot overhead equates to increased costs 
for our customers. 

Our logical proposal is to merge NAESU with AS0 which builds on 
- - . the BRAC 91 (Rev.) that ocates-PJAESU to AS0 no later than 1 

Jul 95. $712,000 of BRAC funding has already been spent on this 
relocation. This decision was made to improve NAESU's mission 
effectiveness and Fleet readiness. Because of the common links 
NAESU has with other aviation logistics activities on the 
Compound. There is no link with NADEP North Island. 

A critical link is with FISC Det Philadelphia, in a 
partnership with NAESU, we provide centralized contracting for 
worldwide rapid deployment of engineering technical specialists. 
These services can not be duplicated without a substantial 
learning curve. 

One example of jlust how widespread our services are: The 2 
Americans jailed in Iraq are NAESU technical reps. 
We were a key player in: Desert Shield & Desert Storm and we 
currently have over 300 technicians in ~uwait. We deploy with 



Navy & Marine aviation forces on every military operation, 
peacetime or during hostilities. Our technicians ensure aviation 
readiness. 

Comparing our proposal to the DoD proposal, using the COBRA 
model : 

DOD PROPOSAL LOGICAL PROPOSAL 
COST $2,535,000 COST $921,000 
46 POSITIONS ELIMINATED 50 POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
20 YEAR SAVINGS $29,546,000 20 YEAR SAVINGS $36,382,000 
FLEET READINESS DEGRADATION FLEET READINESS PRESERVATION 

In summary the NAESU team proposal simply saves at least $8 
million and preserves military readiness. 

If you have any questions, please give us a call. 

Sincerely, 

Gl! @&S 
PAUL MARTIN 
PHONE: (215) 897-5972 
FAX : (215) 897-5918 

AL FANELLI 
PHONE: (215) 897-5973 
FAX : (215) 897-5669 

PHONE: (215) 
FAX : (215) 897-5918 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 13:19 05/08/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU/NATSF PHILA 

Scenario File : C:\BAT\cOBRA\NAENAT.CBR 
Std Pctre Pile : C:\BAT\COBRA\N950M.SPF 

Starting Year : 1996 

Final Year : 1998 

ROI Year : 2000 (2 Years) 

NPV in 2015($K): -52,256 

1-Time Cost ( S K I  : 8,194 

Net Costs ($K) Constant 
1996 
- - - -  

MilCon 498 

person 0 

Overhd 6 7 

Moving 0 
Missio 0 

other o 

Dollars 
1997 
- - - -  
219 

0 

5 0 
0 
0 

4 2 0  

TOTAL 565 690 5,276 -4,652 -4,652 -4,652 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Off 0 

En1 0 
Civ 0 

TOT 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 

Off 0 0 5 

En1 0 0 1 

stu 0 0 0 

Civ 0 0 2 13 
TOT 0 0 219 

summary : 
- - - - - - - - 
COMBINED NABsu/NATSP REALIGNMENT WITH NADBP, NORTH ISLAND 

INPUT DATA SAME AS IN SEPARATE RUNS 

Total 

Total 
- - - - -  

Beyond 



COBRA RBALIGNMBNT SUMMARY (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 13:19 05/08/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NAESU/NATSP PHILA 

Scenario Pile : C:\BAT\COBRA\NAENAT.CBR 

Std Fctrs Pile : C:\BAT\COBRA\N950M.SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 Total 

- - - - -  
Beyond 
- - - - - -  

Mil Con 498 219 

Person o o 
Overhd 6 7 50 

Moving 0 0 

Missio 0 0 

Other 0 420 

TOTAL 565 690 7,975 1,036 

Savings ($K) Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 
- - - -  - - - -  

MilCon 0 0 

Person 0 0 

Overhd 0 0 

Moving 0 0 

Missio 0 0 
Other 0 0 

Total Beyond 

TOTAL 0 0 2,699 5,688 



TOTAL ONB-TIMB COST RBWRT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/4 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 13:19 05/08/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU/NATSP PHILA 
scenario Pile : c:\BAT\COBRA\NABNAT.CBR 
Std Pctrs Pile : C:\BAT\COBRA\N950M.SPP 

(All values in Dollars) 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Construction 

Military Construction 

Pamily Housing Construction 

Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIP 

Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 

Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 

Program Planning Support 

Mothball / Shutdown 
Total - Overhead 

Moving 

Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPS 
Military Movlng 

Freight 

one-Time Moving costs 
Total - Moving 

Other 

HAP / RSB 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 

One-Time Unique Costs 
Total - Other 

cost 
- - - -  

Sub-Total 
- - - - - - - - -  

Total One-Time Costs 8,194,533 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

Military Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 

Mllitary Moving 5,414 

Land Sales 0 

One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 0 - -- - . One-Time Unique Savings -- -?-a *-a 

Total One-Time Savings 5,414 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Net One-Time Costa 8,189,119 



ONB-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2/4 
Data AB Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 13:19 05/08/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU/NATsF PHILA 
Scenario File : C:\BAT\COBRA\NABNAT.CBR 

Std Pctrs Pile : c:\BAT\COBRA\N~~OM.SPF 

Base: NARSU, PHILADELPHIA, PA 

(All values in Dollars) 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Construction 

Military Construction 

Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 

Land Purchases 
Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIP 

Civilian Barly Retirement 

civilian New Hires 

Eliminated Military PCS 

Unemployment 
Total - Personnel 

Overhead 

Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 

Civilian PPS 
Military Moving 

Freight 

One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 

HAP / RSE 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other 

Total One-Time Costs 2,384,747 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

Military Construction Coet Avoidances 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 

Military Moving 

Land Sales 
One-Time Moving Savings - - . Environmental Mitigation Savings --- 
One-Time Unique Savings 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Savings 

Total Net One-Time Costs 2,381,137 



ONB-TIMB COST REPORT (COBRA vS. 08) - Page 3/4 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 13:19 05/08/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU/NATSF PHILA 
Scenario File : C:\BAT\COBRA\NABNAT.CBR 
Std Fctrs Pile : C:\BAT\COBRA\N~~OM.SW 

Base: NADEP, NORTH ISLAND, CA 

(All values in Dollars) 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Construction 

Military Construction 

Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 

Land Purchases 
Total - Construction 

Personnel 

Civilian RIF 
Civilian Barly Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 

Unemployment 
Total - Personnel 

Overhead 

Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Movlng 
Civilian Moving 

Cinlian PPS 
Military Moving 

Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

other 
HAP / RSB 
Bnvironmental Mitigation Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other 

cost 
- - - -  

Sub-Total 
- - - - - -  - - -  

Total One-Time Costs 480,000 

One-Tlme Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 

Military Moving 0 

Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 

. Environmental Mitigation Savings -- - T o  +"" 

One-Time Unique Savings 0 

Total One-Time Savings 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Net One-Time Costs 480,000 



ONB-TIMB COST RBPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4/4 
Data Aa Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 13:19 05/08/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU/NATSP PHILA 
Scenario Pile : C:\BAT\COBRA\NABNAT.CBR 
Std Pctrs Pile : C:\BAT\COBRA\N950M.SPF 

Base: NATSP, PHILADBLPHIA, PA 

(All values in Dollars) 

Category 

Construction 

Military Construction 

Family Housing Construction 

Information Management Account 

Land Purchases 
Total - Construction 

Personnel 

Civilian RIP 
Civilian Early Retirement 

Civilian New Hires 

Rliminated Military PCS 

Unemployment 
Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPS 
Military Moving 

Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSB 
Environmental Mitigation Costa 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other 

cost 
- - - -  

Sub-Total 
- - - - - - - - - 

Total One-Time Costs 5,329,786 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

Military Construction Cost Avoidancee 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 

Military Moving 

Land Sales 
One-Time Moving Savings - -. - .Environmental Mitigation Savings 
One-Time Unique Savings 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Savings 1,805 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Net One-Time Costs 5,327,981 



Description: 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  
ALFA 

COBRA FILES IN C:\COBRA\VBR5.08\ 
(As of 10:06 03/11/1995) 

File Name: 
- - - - - - - - - -  
C:\COBRA\VER~.OB\TESTDATA.CBR 

First MultiBase Test C:\COBRA\VER5.OB\MULTI.CBR 

This is the first ever COBRA multi-basing scenario. 

Sample Std Fctrs C:\COBRA\VER~.OB\STDFCTRS.SFP 

There are 2 COBRA data files and 1 Standard Factors file 



PBRSONNBL, SF, RPHA, AND BOS DELTAS (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 13:19 05/08/1995 

Department : NAVY 

Option Package : NABsU/NATSP PHILA 
Scenario Pile : C:\BAT\COBRA\t?ABNAT.cBR 
Std Pctrs Pile : C:\BAT\COBRA\N~~OM.SPP 

Base 

Personnel 

Change %Change 

NABSU, PHILADELPHIA -90 -100% 
NADEP, NORTH ISLAND 219 7% 

NATSP, PHILADELPHIA -227 -1009 

SF 

Change %Change Chg/Per 
- - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

RPMA($) BOS ($ )  
Base Change %Change Chg/Per Change %Change Chg/Per 
- - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  
NABSU, PHILADELPHIA 0 0% 0 -388,000 -100% 4,311 
NADBP, NORTH ISLAND 0 0% 0 979,171 4% 4,471 
NATSP, PHILADBLPHIA 0 0 % 0 -283,000 -100% 1,247 

Base 
RPMABOS ( $ )  

Change %Change Chg/Per 

NABSU, PHILADBLPHIA -388,000 -100% 4 .  311 
NADEP, NORTH ISLAND 979,171 3% 4.471 
NATSP, PHILADELPHIA -283,000 -1002 1,247 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 13:19 05/08/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU/NATSF PHILA 
Scenario File : C:\BAT\COBRA\NAENAT.CBR 
Std Pctrs File : C:\BAT\COBRA\N~SOM.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONB - GENBRAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : PY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing of Construction/Shutdown: Yes 

Base Name Strategy: 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
NABSU, PHILADELPHIA, PA Closes ~n PY 1998 
NADEP, NORTH ISLAND, CA Realignment 
NATSF, PHILADELPHIA, PA Closes in FY 1998 

Summary : 
- - - - - - - - 
COMBINBD NABSU/NATSF REALIGNMENT WITH NADgP, NORTH ISLAND 
INPUT DATA SAME AS IN SEPARATE RUNS 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: To Base: 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - 
NAESU, PHILADELPHIA, PA NADEP, NORTH ISLAND, CA 
NAESU, PHILADELPHIA, PA NATSP. PHILADELPHIA, PA 
NADBP, NORTH ISLAND, CA NATSF, PHILADELPHIA, PA 

INPUT SCREEN THRBE - MOVEMBNT TABLE 

Transfers from NAESU, PHILADELPHIA. PA to NADEP, NORTH ISLAND, CA 

Officer Positions: 
Enlisted Positions: 
Civilian Positions: 
Student Positions: 
Missn Eqpt (tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt (tons) : 
Military Light Vehicles: 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 

Transfers from NATSF, PHILADELPHIA, PA to NADBP, NORTH ISLAND, CA 

Officer Positions: 
Enlisted Positions: 
Civilian Positions: - - Student Positions: 
Missn Eqpt (tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt (tons) : 
Military Light Vehicles: 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 

Distance: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 13:19 05/08/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NAESU/NATSP PHILA 
scenario File : C:\BAT\COBRA\NAENAT.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C: \BAT\coBRA\N~~oM .SFP 

INPUT SCREEN POUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NAESU, PHILADELPHIA, PA 

Total Officer Employees: 
Total Enlisted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Civilian Employees: 
Mil Families Living On Base: 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Facilities(KSF): 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 

Name: NADEP, NORTH ISLAND, CA 

Total Officer Employees: 
Total Enlisted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Civilian Employees: 
Mil Families Living On Base: 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Pacilities(KSP): 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 

Name : NATSP, PHIWELPHIA, PA 

Total Officer Employees: 
Total Enlisted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Civilian Employees: 
Mil Families Living On Base: 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Facilities(KSP): 
Officer VHA ($/Month): 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 

- - - Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Communicatlons ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non- Payroll  year) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Actlvlty Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: No 
Unique Activity Information: No 

RPMA Non- Payroll ($K/Year) : 1,361 
Communicat~ons ($K/Year) : 0 
BOS  on-payroll  year) : 27,452 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 17,724 
Pamlly Housing ($K/Year) : o 
Area Cost Factor: 1.16 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 0 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 0 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 0.0% 
Actlvity Code: 65888 

Homeowner Assistance Program: No 
Unlque Activity Information: No 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Communications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll  year) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
C W P U S  In-Pat ($/Vieit) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Hom-er Assis- P-am: No 
Unique Activity Information: No 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 13:19 05/08/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU/NATSP PHILA 
Scenario Pile : C:\BAT\COBRA\NABNAT.CBR 
Std Fctrs Pile : C:\BAT\COBRA\N95OM.SPP 

INPUT SCRBBN PIVB - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NABSU, PHILADBLPHIA, 

l-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 

l-Time Unique Save ($K): 

l-Time Moving Cost ($K): 
l-Time Moving Save ($K) : 

Bnv Non-MilCon Reqd($K) : 
Activ Mission Cost ($K) : 

Activ Mission Save ($K) : 

Misc Recurring Cost ($K) : 

Misc Recurring Save ($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 

Construction Schedule ( % )  : 

Shutdown Schedule ( % )  : 

MilCon Cost Avoidnc ($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc ($K) : 

Procurement Avoidnc ( $K) : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 

CHAMPUS Out-~atients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown(KSP) : 

Name: NADEP, NORTH ISLAND, 

l-Time Unique Cost (SKI : 
1-Time Unique Save ($K) : 

l-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 
l-Time Moving Save ($K) : 

Bnv Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 
Activ Mission Cost ($K) : 

Activ Mission Save ($K) : 
Misc Recurring Cost ($K) : 

Misc Recurring Save ($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 

Construction Schedule(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule ( % )  : 

MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K) : 
Pam Housing Avoidnc ($K) : 

Procurement Avoidnc ($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown ( U P )  : 

Name : NATSP , PHILRDBLPHIA, PA 
- -- - .  1996 

- - - -  
l-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 
l-Time Unique Save ($K) : 

l-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 
l-Time Moving Save ($K) : 

Bnv Non-MilCon Reqd($K) : 
Activ Mission Cost ($K) : 

Activ Mission Save ($K) : 

Misc Recurring Cost($K) : 

Misc Recurring Save($K) : 

Land (+Buy/-sales) ($K) : 
Construction Schedule(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule (2) : 

MilCon Cost Avoidnc ($K) : 

Pam Housing Avoidnc ($K) : 

Procurement Avoidnc ($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-Patiente/Yr: 

CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 

Facil ShutDown (KSF) : 

- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 % 0 % 0 % 0% 
0 % 0% 0% 0 P 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

420 60 0 
0 0 0 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 

0 % 0% 0 2 
0% 0% 02 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 

0 0 0 
Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 110 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 % 0% 0 % 0 2 
0 % 0 % 0% 0 2 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5 .08) - Page 4 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995. Report Created 13:19 05/08/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NAESU/NATSF PHILA 
Scenario File : C:\BAT\COBRA\NAENAT.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\BAT\COBRA\N950M.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: NAESU, PHILADELPHIA, 

Off Force Struc Change: 
Bnl Force Struc Change: 

Civ Force Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 

Off Scenario Change: 
En1 Scenario Change: 

Civ Scenario Change: 
Off Change (No Sal Save) : 

En1 Change (No Sal Save) : 
Civ Change(No Sal Save) : 
Caretakers - Military: 
Caretakers - Civilian: 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASK PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: NATSF, PHILADELPHIA, 

Off Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 

Civ Force Struc Change: 

Stu Force Struc Change: 

Off Scenario Change: 
En1 Scenario Change: 

Civ Scenario Change: 

Off Change (No Sal Save) : 
En1 Change(No Sal Save): 

Civ Change (No Sal Save) : 

Caretakers - Military: 
Caretakers - Civilian: 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUmION INFORMATION 

Name: NABSU, PHILADELPHIA, PA 

Description Categ New MilCon Rehab MilCon Total Cost($K) 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
ADMIN SPACE ADMIN 0 676 676 
SUPPLY /STORAGE STORA 0 4 2 42 

STANDARD PACPORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNBL 

- - - P-ercent Officers Married: 71.702 

Percent Enlisted Married: 60.102 

Enlisted Housing Milcon: 98.002 
Officer Salary($/Year) : 76,781.00 

Off BAQ with Dependents($): 7,925.00 
Enlisted Salary($/Year) : 33,178.00 

En1 BAQ with Dependents($) : 5,251.00 
Avg Unemploy Cost ($/Week) : 174.00 
Unemployment Eligibility(Weeks): 18 
Civilian Salary($/Year) : 50,827.00 

Civilian Turnover Rate: 15.002 

Civilian Early Retire Rate: 10.002 

Civilian Regular Retire Rate: 5.002 
Civilian RIP Pay Factor: 39.001 
SF File Desc: NAVY O&M,N BRAC95 

Civ=ly Retir- Factor: 9.002 
Priority Placement Service: 60.001 

PPS Actions Involving PCS: 50.002 
Civilian PcS Costs ( $ )  : 28,800.00 

Civilian New Hire Cost ( $ )  : 0.00 
Nat Median Home Price($): 114,600.00 

Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.002 
Max Home Sale Reimburs($): 22,385.00 

Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.002 
M a x  Home Purch Reimburs ( $ )  : 11,191.00 

Civilian Homeowning Rate: 64.002 

HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.902 

HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.002 
RSR Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.002 
RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.002 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 5 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 13:19 05/08/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NAEsU/NATSF PHILA 
Scenario File : C:\BAT\COBRA\NAENAT.CBR 

Std Fctrs File : C:\BAT\COBRA\N~~OM.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCRBBN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA Building SF Cost Index: 0.93 

BOS Index (RPMA vs population) : 0.54 

(Indices are used as exponents) 

Program Management Factor: 10.00% 

Caretaker Admin(SF/Care) : 162.00 

Mothball Cost ($/SF) : 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters (SF) : 294.00 
Avg Family Quarters(SF) : 1.00 
APPDBT.RPT Inflation Rates: 

1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 75.00% 

Info Management Account: 0.00% 

MilCon Design Rate: 9.00% 

MilCon sIoH Rate: 6.00% 

MilCon Contingency Plan Rate: 5.00% 
MilCon Site Preparation Rate: 39.00% 

Discount Rate for NPV.RPT/ROI: 2.75% 

Inflation Rate for NPV.RPT/ROI: 0.00% 

STANDARD FACTORS SCRBBN THRBB - TRANSPORTATION 

Material/Assigned Person (Lb) : 710 
HHG Per Off Family (Lb) : 14, 500.00 

HHG Per Bnl Family (Lb) : 9,000.00 
HHG Per Mil Single (Lb) : 6,400.00 

HHG Per Civilian (Lb) : 18,000 .OO 
Total HHG Cost ($/100Lb): 35.00 

Air Transport ($/Pass Mile) : 0.20 
Misc Bxp ($/Direct Employ) : 700.00 

Bqulp Pack & Crate($/Ton) : 284.00 
M11 Llght vehicle($/Mile): 0.31 

Heavy/Spec ~ehicle($/Mile): 1.65 
POV ~eimbursement ($/Mile) : 0.18 

Avg M11 Tour Length (Years) : 4.17 

Routlne PCS ($/~ers/Tour) : 3,763.00 

One-Tlme Off PCS cost($) : 4,527.00 
One-Tlme Bnl PCS cost($) : 1,403 .OO 

STANDARD FACTORS SCRBBN POUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Horizontal 
Waterfront 

Air Operations 
Operational 

Administrative 

School Buildings 
Maintenance Shops 

Bachelor Quarters 
Family Quarters 

Covered Storage 
Dining Pacilities 

Recreation Facilities 
Communications Facil 

Shipyard Maintenance 
RDT & B Pacilities 
POL Storage 

Ammunition Storage 

Medical Facilities 
Environmental 

- - - - - -  
(SY) 6 1 
(LP) 10,350 

(SF) 122 

(SF) 111 
(SF) 123 
(SF) 108 
(SF) 102 

(SF) 96 
(BA) 78,750 

(SF) 94 

(SF) 165 

(SF) 120 

(SF) 165 

(SF) 129 
(SF) 160 
(BL) 12 

(SF) 160 

(SF) 168 
( ) 0 

Optional Category A ( ) 

Optlonal Category B ( ) 

Optional Category C ( ) 

Optional Category D ( ) 

Optional Category B ( ) 

Optional Category F ( ) 

Optional Category G ( ) 

Optional Category H ( ) 

Optional Category I ( ) 

Optional Category J ( ) 

Optional Category K ( ) 

Optional Category L ( ) 

Optional Category M ( ) 

Optional Category N ( ) 

Optional Category 0 ( ) 

Optional Category P ( ) 

Optional Category Q ( ) 
Optional Category R ( ) 



TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSBTS (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/4 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 13:19 05/08/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NAESU/NATSP PHILA 

Scenario Pile : C:\BAT\COBRA\NABNAT.CBR 
Std PctrS Pile : C:\BAT\COBRA\N95OM.SPP 

All Costs in SK 

Base Name 
- - - - - - - - - 
NABSU, PHILADELPHIA 

NADEP, NORTH ISLAND 
NATSP, PHILADELPHIA 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Totals: 

Total 
MilCon 
- - - - - -  

718 

0 

0 
- - - - - - - - - - -  

718 

IMA 
cost 
- - - -  

0 

0 

0 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  

0 

Land Cost Total 

Purch Avoid Cost 
- - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  

0 0 718 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

0 0 718 



MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSBTS (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/4 
Data Aa Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 13:19 05/08/1995 

Department : NAW 
Option Package : NAEsu/NATsF PHILA 

Scenario File : C:\BAT\COBRA\NABNAT.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\BAT\COBRA\N950M.SFP 

MilCon for Base: NABSU, PHILADBLPHIA, PA 

All Costs in $K 

MilCon Using Rehab New New Total 

Description: Categ Rehab Cost* MilCon Cost* Cost* 
- - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  --..- - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  
ADMIN SPACE ADMIN 67s n/a o n/a 676 
SUPPLY/STORAGB STORA 4 2 n/a o n/a 4 2 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Total Construction Coet: 718 

+ Info Management Account: 0 
+ Land Purchases: 0 
- Construction Cost Avoid: 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

TOTAL : 718 

* All MilCon Costs include Design. Site Preparation, Contingency Planning, and 
SIOH Costs where applicable. 



NBT PRBSBNT VALUBS REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 

Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 13:19 05/08/1995 

Department : NAVY 

Option Package : NAESU/NATSF PHILA 

Scenario File : C:\BAT\COBRA\NABNAT.CBR 

Std Fctrs File : C:\BAT\COBRA\N950M.SFP 

Year Cost ( $ )  Adjusted Cost ( $ 1  



TOTAL PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/4 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 13:19 05/08/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU/NATSF PHILA 
Scenario File : C:\BAT\COBRA\NABNAT.CBR 
Std Fctrs Pile : C:\BAT\COBRA\N~~OM.SFF 

Rate 
- - - -  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
Civilian Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIPS)*+ 
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
Civilian Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIPS)++ 
Priority Placement# 60.00% 
Civilians Available to Move 
Civilians Moving 
Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 

Total 
- - - - -  
213 
2 1 
11 
3 2 
12 
137 

7 6  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 213 0 0 0 213 
Civilians Moving 0 0 140 0 0 0 140 
New Civilians Hired 0 0 73 0 0 0 73 
Other Civilian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 30 0 30 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 17 0 0 0 17 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 54 0 0 0 5 4 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 73 0 0 0 7 3 

* Barly Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not 
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

+ The Percentage of Civilians Not Willing to Move (Voluntary RIFs) varies from 
base to base. 

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.00% 



PBRSONNBL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/4 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 13:19 05/08/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU/NATSF PHILA 
Scenario Pile : C:\BAT\COBRA\NAENAT.CBR 
Std Fctrs Pile : C:\BAT\COBRA\N950M.SFP 

Base: NAESU, PHILADBLPHIA, PA Rate 
- - - -  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Barly Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
Civilian Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIPS)* 6.00% 
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

Total 
- - - - -  

4 0 
4 
2 
6 
2 

26 
14 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 0 0 40 0 0 0 40 
Early Retirement 10.00% 0 0 4 0 0 0 4 
Regular Retirement 5.00% o o 2 0 0 0 2 
Civilian Turnover 15.00% 0 0 6 0 0 0 6 
Civs Not Moving (RIPS)* 6.00% 0 0 2  0 0 0 2 
Priority Placement# 60.00% o 0 2 4  o 0 0 2 4 

Civilians Available to Move 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 
civilians Moving o o 2 o o o 2 
Civilian RIPS (the remainder) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
New Civilians Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Other Civilian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 8 0 0 0 8 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIPS 0 0 4  0 0 0 4 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 24 0 0 0 2 4 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

* Early Retirements, Regular Retlrements, Crvilian Turnover, and Civilians Not 
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3/4 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 13:19 05/08/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU/NATSP PHILA 
Scenario File : C:\BAT\COBRA\NABNAT.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\BAT\COBRA\N95OM,SFF 

Base: NADBP, NORTH ISLAND, CA Rate 
- - - -  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 10.00% 

Regular Retirement* 5.00% 

Civilian Turnover* 15.00% 

Civs Not Moving (RIPS)+ 6.00% 

Civilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 

Civilian Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIPS)* 6.00% 
Priority Placement# 60.00% 
Civilians Available to Move 
Civilians Moving 
Civilian RIPS (the remainder) 

Total 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 213 0 0 0 213 
Civilians Moving 0 0 140 0 0 0 140 
New Civilians Hired 0 0 73 0 0 0 73 
Other Civilian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 73 0 0 0 7 3 

Early Retirements, Regular Retlrements, Civlllan Turnover, and Civilians Not 
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4/4 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 13:19 05/08/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU/NATSP PHILA 
Scenario File : C:\BAT\COBRA\NAENAT.CBR 
Std Pctrs File : C:\BAT\COBRA\N950M.SPF 

Base: NATSP, PHILADELPHIA, PA Rate 
-.-- 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
Civilian Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.005 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
Civilian Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
Priority Placement# 60.00% 
Civilians Available to Move 
Civilians Moving 
Civilian RIP8 (the remainder) 

Total 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
New Civilians Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Other Civilian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 22 0 0 0 2 2 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIPS 3 0 13 0 0 0 13 

TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 30 0 0 0 3 0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Barly Retirements, Regular Retirements, Clvilian Turnover, and Civilians Not 
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PcS is 50.00% 



PERSONNEL YEARLY PERCENTAGES (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 13:19 05/08/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NAESU/NATSF PHILA 

Scenario File : C:\BAT\COBRA\NAENAT.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\BAT\COBRA\N~~OM.SPP 

Base: NUSU, PHILADELPHIA, PA 

Pers Moved In MilCon 

Year Total Percent Timephase 

Pers Moved 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

0 

9 0 

0 

0 

0 
- - - - -  

9 0 

Out/Eliminated 

Percent 
- - - - - - - 

0.00% 

0.00% 

100.00% 

0.00% 

0.00% 

0 .OO% 
- - - - - - - 
100.00% 

ShutDn 

TimePhase 
- - - -  
1996 

1997 

1998 

1999 

2000 

2001 

TOTALS 

Base: NADEP, NORTH ISLAND, CA 

Pers Moved In 

Total Percent 

Pers Moved Out/Eliminated ShutDn 

Total Percent Timephase 
..--- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Year 

TOTALS 

Base: NATSF, PHILADELPHIA, PA 

Pers Moved In 
Total Percent 
- - - - -  - - - - - - - 

0 0.00% 

0 0.00% 

0 0.00% 

0 0.00% 

0 0.00% 

0 0.00% 
- - - - -  - - - - - - - 

MilCon 
TimePhase 
- - - - - - - - - 

66.67% 

33.33% 

0.00% 

0.00% 

0.00% 

0.00% 
- - - - - - - - - 

100.00% 

Pers Moved out/Bliminated 
Total Percent 
- - - - -  - - - - - - -  

0 0.00% 

0 0.00% 

227 100.00% 

0 0.00% 

0 0.00% 

0 0.00% 
- - - - -  - - - - - - - 

227 100.00% 

ShutDn 
TimePhase 
- - - - - - - - - 

0.00% 

0.00% 

100.00% 

0.00% 

0.00% 

0.00% 
- - - - - - - - - 

100.00% 

Year 
- - - -  
1996 

1997 

1998 

1999 

2000 

2001 

TOTALS 0 0.00% 



PERSONNBL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA V5.08) 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 13:19 05/08/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NAESU/NATSP PHILA 
Scenario File : C:\BAT\COBRA\NABNAT.CBR 
Std Pctrs Pile : c:\EAT\COBRA\N~~OM.SPP 

PERSONNBL SUMMARY FOR: NAESU, PHILADELPHIA, PA 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, Prior to BRAC Action): 
Officers Enlisted Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - .. - - 

5 5 0 

Civilians 
- - - - - - - - - -  

80 

PERSONNBL REALIGNMENTS: 

To Base: NADEP, NORTH ISLAND, CA 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

Officers 0 0 4 0 0 0 4 
Enlisted 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians o o 4 o o o o 40 

TOTAL 0 0 4 4 0 0 0 44 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out of 
1996 1997 
- - - -  - - - -  

Officers 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 

Students 0 0 

Civilians 0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 

NAESU, 
1998 
- - - -  

4 

0 

0 

4 0 
4 4 

PHILADELPHIA, PA) : 
1999 2000 2001 Total 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  

0 0 0 4 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 4 0 
0 0 0 4 4 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

Officers 0 0 - 1 0 0 0 - 1 
Enlisted 0 0 - 5 0 0 0 -5 

Civilians o o -40 o 0 o -40 
TOTAL 0 0 -46 0 0 0 -46 

BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action): 

Officers Enlisted Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

0 0 0 

PERSONNBL SUMMARY FOR: NADEP, NORTH ISLAND, CA 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, Prior to BRAC Actlon): 
Of ficsrs Enlisted Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

18 18 0 

PERSONNBL RBAGIGNMENTS : - - - From Base: NABSU, PHILADELPHIA, 

1996 1997 
- - - -  - - - -  

Officers 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 
Students 0 0 

Civilians 0 0 
TOTAG 0 0 

Prom Base: NATSF, PHILADELPHIA, 

1996 1997 
- - - -  - - - -  

Officers 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 
Students 0 0 

Civilians 0 0 

TOTAL 0 0 

Civilians 
- - - - - - - - - -  

0 

Civilians 
- - - - - - - - - -  

3,230 

2001 Total 
- - - -  - - - - -  

0 4 
0 0 

0 0 

0 40 
0 44 

PA 

1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

1 0 0 0 1 
1 0 0 0 1 
0 0 0 0 0 

173 0 0 0 173 

175 0 0 0 175 



PERSONNBL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 13:19 05/08/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU/NATSF PHILA 

Scenario File : C:\BAT\COBRA\NAENAT.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\BAT\COBRA\N95OM.SPF 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Into NADEP, NORTH ISLAND, 

1996 1997 1998 1999 
- - - -  - - - - .--- - - - -  

Officers 0 0 5 0 
Enlisted 0 0 1 0 

Students 0 0 0 0 

Civilians 0 o 213 0 
TOTAL 0 0 219 0 

CA) : 

2000 2001 Total 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - 
0 0 5 
0 0 1 

0 0 0 

0 0 213 
0 0 219 

BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action) : 
Officers Enlisted Students 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: NATSP, PHILADELPHIA. PA 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, Prior to BRAC Action) : 
Officers Enlisted Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

3 1 0 

Civilians 
- - - - - - - - - -  

3,443 

Civilians 
- - - - - - - - - -  

223 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
To Base: NADEP. NORTH ISLAND, CA 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 

Off icers 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 

Enlisted 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 

Students 0 0 I? 0 0 0 0 

Civilians 0 0 173 0 0 0 173 

TOTAL 0 0 175 0 0 0 175 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMBNTS (Out of NATSP. 
1996 1997 1998 
- - - -  - - - -  .--- 

Officers 0 0 1 

Enlisted 0 0 1 

Students 0 0 0 

Civilians 0 o 173 
TOTAL 0 0 175 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES: 

1996 1997 
- - - -  - - - -  

Officers 0 0 

Enlisted 0 0 
Civilians 0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 - -- 

LI - 
BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action) : 

Officers Enlisted 

PHILADELPHIA, PA) : 
1999 2000 2001 Total 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - - - 

0 0 0 1 

0 0 0 1 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 173 
0 0 0 175 

Students 

2001 Total 
- - - -  - - - - -  

Civilians 
- - - - - - - - - -  

0 



RPMA/BOS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 13:19 05/08/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU/NATSF PHILA 

Scenario Pile : C:\BAT\COBRA\NABNAT.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\BAT\COBRA\N9SOM,SPP 

Net Change ($K) 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
RPMA Change 
BOS Change 
Housing Change 
..------------- 

TOTAL CHANGES 

2001 Total Beyond 
- - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - -  

0 0 0 

308 1,742 308 
0 0 0 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
308 1,742 308 



COBRA RBALIGNMBWI' SUMMARY (COBRA V5.08) - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 15:23 05/08/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NAgSU/NATSP. PHILA 
Scenario File : C:\BAT\COBRA\ASONASNT.CBR 
Std Pctrs Pile : c:\BAT\COBRA\N~~OM.SFF 

Starting Year : 1996 

Final Year : 1998 
ROI Year : Immediate 

NPV in 2015 ($K) : -71,031 

1-Time Cost ($K) : 1,292 

Net Costs ($K) Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 
- - - -  - - - -  

MilCon 0 0 

Person 0 o 
Overhd 6 7 50 
Moving 0 0 

Missio 0 0 

Other 0 o 

Total Beyond 

TOTAL 6 7 50 -1,287 

Total 
- - - - -  - - - -  - - - - --.. 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Off 0 0 5  

Bnl 0 0 5 

Civ 0 0 92 
TOT 0 0  102 

POSITIONS RBALIGNBD 

Off 0 

Bnl 0 
stu 0 

Civ 0 

TOT 0 

Summary : 
- - - - - - - - 
NABSU AND NATSP CONSOLIDATION WITH AS0 



COB= RBALIGNMBNT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 15:23 05/08/1995 

Department : NAVY 

Option Package : NABSU/NATSP, PHILA 
Scenario Pile : C:\BAT\COBRA\ASONASNT.CBR 
Std PCtrS Pile : C:\BAT\COBRA\N~SOM.SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 
- - - -  - - - -  

Milcon 0 0 

person o o 
Overhd 67 5 0 

Moving 0 0 

Missio 0 0 

other 0 0 

TOTAL 6 7 50 1. 531 

Savings ($K) Constant 
1996 
- - - -  

Milcon 0 

Person o 
Overhd 0 
Moving 0 

Missio 0 
Other 0 

Dollars 
1997 
- - - -  

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL 0 0 2,818 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 
413 

1,444 

860 

0 

0 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 
18,413 

2,188 
0 

0 
0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 
34 

322 

0 

0 
0 

Beyond 
------ 

0 

5,256 
671 
0 

0 
0 



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 1/4 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995. Report Created 15:23 05/08/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU/NATSF, PHILA 

Scenario File : C:\BAT\COBRA\ASONASNT.CBR 
Std FctrS File : C:\BAT\COBRA\N950M.SFF 

(All values in Dollars) 

Category 

Construction 
Military Construction 

Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIP 

Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 

Eliminated Military PCS 

Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 

Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPS 

Military Moving 
Freight 

One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 

One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other 

cost 
- - - -  

___--------_-----_-----------------.----.------------------------------------- 

Total One-Time Costa 1,292,421 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

Military Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 

Military Moving 0 

Land Sales 0 
One-Time ~oving Savings 0 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 

- -- 0 - . One-Time Unique savings -- -3 - - "  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Savings 0 
_ _ _ ~ ~ ~ - - - ~ ~ ~ - - - ~ ~ _ - - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  
Total Net One-Time Costs 1,292,421 



ONB-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/4 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 15:23 05/08/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABsU/NATSP, PHILA 
Scenario File : c:\BAT\COBRA\ASONASNT.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : c:\BAT\coBRA\N~~~M.sFF 

Base: NABSU, PHILADELPHIA, PA 

(All values in Dollars) 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Construction 

Military Construction 

Family Housing Construction 
Infomation Management Account 

Land Purchases 
Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIP 
Civilian Early Retirement 

Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 

Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 

Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPS 
Military Moving 

Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental Mitigation Coats 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other 

cost 
- - - -  

Total One-Time Costs 627,741 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

Military Construction Coat Avoidances 0 

Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 

Military Moving 0 

Land Sales 0 

One-Time Moving Savings 0 - -. . Environmental Mitigation Savings -- -9 -*' 

One-Time Unique Savings 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Savings 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Net One-Time Costs 627,741 



ONB-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 3/4 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 15:23 05/08/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU/NATSF, PHILA 

Scenario Pile : c:\BAT\COBRA\ASONASNT.CBR 
Std Pctrs File : C:\BAT\COBRA\N950M.SFF 

Base: NATSF, PHILADBLPHIA, PA 

(All values in Dollars) 

Construction 

Military Construction 

Family Housing Construction 

Information Management Account 

Land Purchases 
Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIP 

Civilian Barly Retirement 
Clvilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 

Unemployment 
Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 

Mothball / Shutdown 
Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPS 
Military Moving 

Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other 

cost 
- - - -  

Total One-Time Costs 664,680 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

Military Construction Cost Avoidances 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 

Military Moving 
Land Sales 
One-Time Moving Savings - -. - . Environmental Mitigation Savings 
One-Time Unique Savings 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Savings 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Net one-~ime Costs 664.680 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4/4 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 15:23 05/08/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU/NATSP, PHILA 

Scenario Pile : C:\BAT\COBRA\ASONASNT.CBR 
Std Fctrs Pile : c:\BAT\coBRA\N~~OM.SFP 

Base: ASO, PHILADELPHIA, PA 

( A l i  values in Dollars) 

Catego- 
- - - - - - - - 
Construction 

Military Construction 

Family Housing construction 
Information Management Account 

Land Purchases 
Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civilian RIP 
Civilian Early Retirement 

Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 

Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 

Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 

Civilian PPS 
Military Moving 

Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

cost 
- - - -  

Total One-Time Costs 0 

One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Coat Avoidance6 0 

Pamily Housing Cost Avoidances 0 

Militaq Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 - -- a . Environmental Mitigation Savings 

- a  
7 9  '" '. 

One-Time Unique Savings 0 

Total One-Time Savings 0 

Total Net One-Time Costs 0 



Description: 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  
ALFA 

COBRn FILES IN C:\COBRA\VERS.OB\ 
(As of 10:06 03/11/1995) 

File Name: 
- - - - - - - - - -  
C:\COBRA\VBR~.OB\TBSTDATA.CBR 

First MultiBase Test C:\COBRA\VBR~.OB\MULTI.CBR 
This is the first ever COBRA multi-basing scenario. 

Sample Std Fctrs C:\COBRA\VBRS.OB\STDPCTRS.SPF 

There are 2 COBRA data files and 1 Standard Factors file. 



PERSONNBL, SF, RPMA, AND BOS DELTAS (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 15:23 05/08/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU/NATSP, PHILA 

Scenario Pile : C:\BAT\COBRA\ASONASNT.CBR 
Std Pctrs Pile : C:\BAT\COBRA\N~~OM.SPF 

Base 
- - - -  

Personnel 
Change %Change 
- - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

NAESU, PHILADELPHIA -90 -100% 
NATSP, PHILADELPHIA -227 -100% 
ASO, PHILADELPHIA 215 11% 

SF 
Change %change Chg/Per 
- - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

RPMA(S) BOS($) 
Base Change %Change Chg/Per Change %Change Chg/Per 
- - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  
NAESU, PHILADELPHIA 0 0 % 0 -388,000 -100% 4,311 

NATSP, PHILADELPHIA 0 0% 0 -283,000 -100% 1,247 
ASO, PHILADELPHIA 0 0% 0 322,205 62 1,499 

RPMABOS ( $  ) 

Base Change %Change Chg/Per 
- - - -  - - - - - -  ---.--- .---..- 

NAESU, PHILADELPHIA -388,000 -100% 4,311 
NATSF, PHILADELPHIA -283,000 -100% 1,247 
ASO, PHILADBLPHIA 322,205 5% 1,499 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 15:23 05/08/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU/NATSF, PHILA 
Scenario Pile : C:\BAT\CoBRA\ASOtiASNT.CBR 
Std Pctrs File : C:\BAT\COBRA\N950M.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing of ConstructioniShutdown: Yes 

Base Name Strategy: 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
NABSU, PHILADELPHIA, PA Closes ~n PY 1998 
NATSP, PHILADELPHIA, PA Closes in FY 1998 
ASO, PHILADELPHIA, PA Realignment 

Summary: 
- - - - - - - - 
NABSU AND NATSF CONSOLIDATION WITH AS0 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

Prom Base: 
- - - - - - - - - -  
NAESU, PHILADELPHIA, PA 
NABSU, PHILADELPHIA, PA 
NATSP, PHILADELPHIA, PA 

To Base: 
. . - - - . - - 
NATSP , PHILADBLPHIA, PA 
ASO, PHILADELPHIA, PA 
ASO. PHILADELPHIA, PA 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from NABSU, PHILADELPHIA. PA to ASO, PHILADELPHIA, PA 

Officer Positions: 
Enlisted Positions: 
Civilian Positions: 
Student Positions: 
Missn Eqpt (tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt (tons) : 
Military Light Vehicles: 
~eavy/Special Vehicles: 

Transfers from NATSP, PHILADELPHIA, PA to ASO, PHILADBLPHIA, PA 

Officer Positions: 
Enlisted Positions: 
Civilian Positions: 
student Positions: - Missn Eqpt (tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt (tons) : 
Military Light Vehicles: 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 

Distance : 
- - - - - - - - - 

10 mi 
10 mi 
1 mi 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 15:23 05/08/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU/NATSP, PHILA 
Scenario File : C:\BAT\COBRA\MONASNT.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\BAT\COBRA\N950M.SFP 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: NAESU, PHILADBLPHIA, PA 

Total Officer Bmployees: 
Total Enlisted Bmployees: 
Total Student Bmployees: 
Total Civilian Employees: 
Mil Families Living On Base: 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Facilities(KSF) : 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 

Name: NATSF, PHILADELPHIA, PA 

Total Officer Bmployees: 
Total Enlisted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Civilian Employees: 
Mil Families Living On Base: 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Facilities (KSF) : 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/~ile) : 

Name: ASO, PHILADELPHIA, PA 

Total Officer Bmployees: 
Total Enlisted Bmployees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Civilian Bmployees: 
Mil Families Living On Base: 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Bnlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Facilities(KSF) : 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month): 

- -- Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non- Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activlty Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unlque Actlvity Information: 

RPMA Non- Payroll ($K/Year) : 
C~mmunlcations ($K/Year): 
BOS Non- Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/~ear) : 
Famlly Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/visit) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activlty Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unlque Activity Information: 

RPMA Non- Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Communications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity code: 

Houwaxner Assisr;RICP Pfigram: 
Unlque Activity Information: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 15:23 05/08/1995 

Department : NAVY 

Option Package : NARSU/NATSP, PHILA 
Scenario File : c:\BAT\coBRA\ASONASNT.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\BAT\COBRA\N~~OM.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name : NABSU, PHILADELPHIA, PA 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 

1-Time Unique Save ($K) : 

1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 

Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 

Activ Mission Cost ($K) : 

Activ Mission Save ($K) : 
Misc Recurring Cost ($K) : 

Misc Recurring Save ($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 

Construction Schedule ( % )  : 
Shutdown Schedule ( % )  : 

MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc ($K) : 

Procurement Avoidnc (SK) : 
CHAMPUS In-~atients/Yr: 

CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 

Facil ShutDown (KSF) : 

Name: NATSF, PHILADELPHIA, 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 

1-Time Unique Save ($K) : 

1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 
1-Time Moving Save ($K) : 

Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 

Activ Mission Cost ($K) : 
Activ Mission Save ($K) : 

Misc Recurring Cost ($K) : 

Misc Recurring Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 

Construction Schedule ( % )  : 

Shutdown Schedule (2)  : 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc ($K) : 
Pam Housing Avoidnc($K) : 

Procurement Avoidnc ($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-~atients/Yr: 

CHAMPUS out-Patiente/Yr: 

Facil ShutDown (KSF) : 

Name: ASO, PHILADELPHIA, - -- - - 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Unique Save ($K) : 

1-~ime Moving Cost ($K) : 
1-Time Moving Save ($K) : 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K) : 
Activ Mission Cost ($K) : 

Activ Mission Save ($K) : 
Misc Recurring Cost ($K) : 

Misc Recurring Save($K) : 

Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 

Construction Schedule (%)  : 
Shutdown Schedule ( 5 )  : 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc ($K) : 

Fam Housing Avoidnc ($K) : 

Procurement Avoidnc ($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 

CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown(KSF) : 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 % 0% 
0% 0% 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 
0 Perc Family 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

0% 0% 0 % 
0% 0 % 0 % 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 

Housing ShutDown: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
..-- - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0% 0% 0 % 0 % 
0% 0% 0 % 0 % 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

1997 - - a 9 9 8  Ifff "2'600 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0% 0 % 0 % 0 % 
0% 0 % 0 % 0 % 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 



INPUT DATA RBPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 15:23 05/08/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU/NATSF, PHILA 
Scenario File : C:\BAT\COBRA\ASONASNT.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\BAT\COBRA\N950M.SFP 

INPUT SCRBBN SIX - BASB PBRSONNBL INFORMATION 

Name: NABSU, PHILADBLPHIA, PA 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

Off Force Struc Change: 0 o o 0 0 0 

En1 Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Civ Porce Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Stu Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Off Scenario Change: 0 0 - 3  0 0 0 
En1 Scenario Change: 0 0 - 5 0 0 0 
Civ Scenario Change: 0 0 -42 0 0 0 
Off Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 0 0 0 0 

En1 Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Caretakers - Military: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Caretakers - Civilian: o o o 0 0 0 

INPUT SCRBBN SIX - BA9B PBRSONNBL INFORMATION 

Name: NATSF, PHILADBLPHIA, PA 
1996 1997 
- - - -  - - - -  

Off Force Struc Change: 0 0 

Bnl Force Struc Change: 0 0 

civ Force Struc Change: 0 0 
Stu Force Struc Change: 0 0 

off Scenario Change: 0 0 

En1 Scenario Change: 0 o 
civ Scenario Change: 0 0 

Off Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 

En1 Change(No Sal Save) : 0 0 
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 

Caretakers - Military: 0 0 
Caretakers - Civilian: 0 0 

STANDARD FACTORS SCRBBN ONB - PBRSONNBL 

Percent Officers Married: 71.70% 

Percent Bnlisted Married: 60.10% 

Enlisted Houeing MilCon: 98.00% 

Officer Salary($/Year): 76,781.00 
Off BAQ with Dependents($): 7,925.00 
EnlistedSalary($/Year): 33,178.00 

En1 BAQ with Dependents($) : 5,251.00 
Avg Unemploy Cost($/Week) : 174.00 
Unemployment Bligibility(Weeks) : 18 

- -- - Civilian Salary($/Year) : 50,827.00 
Civilian Turnover Rate: 15.002 

Civilian Barly Retire Rate: 10.00% 
Civilian Regular Retire Rate: 5.002 

Civilian RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% 
SF File Desc: NAVY O&M,N BRAC95 

Civ Barly Retire Pay Factor: 9.00% 

Priority Placement Service: 60.00% 

PPS Actions Involving PCS: 50.00% 

Civilian PCS Costs (5 )  : 28,800.00 
Civilian New Hire Coet($) : 0.00 
Nat Median Home Price($): 114,600.00 

Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reimbura ($)  : 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 

M a x h e  Purch = m r s T $ J :  11,191.00 
Civilian Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 

HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
RSB Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
RSB Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 15:23 05/08/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU/NATSF, PHILA 

Scenario File : c:\BAT\COBRA\ASONASNT.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\BAT\COBRA\N~~OM.SPF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA Building SF Cost Index: 0.93 

BOS Index (RPMA vs population) : 0.54 
(Indices are used as exponents) 

Program Management Factor: 10.00% 

Caretaker Admin(SF/Care): 162.00 

Mothball Cost ($/SF) : 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF) : 294.00 
Avg Family Quarters(SF): 1.00 
APPDET.RFT Inflation Rates: 
1996: 0.002 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 75.002 

Info Management Account: 0.00% 
MilCon Design Rate: 9.002 

MilCon SIOH Rate: 6.002 

MilCon Contingency Plan Rate: 5.002 

MilCon Site Preparation Rate: 39.00% 
Discount Rate for NPV.RPT/ROI: 2.75% 

Inflation Rate for NPV.RPT/ROI: 0.002 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Material/Assigned Person(Lb) : 710 
HHG Per Off Family (Lb) : 14, 500.00 

HHG Per En1 Family (Lb) : 9,000.00 
HHG Per Mil Single (Lb) : 6.400.00 

HHG Per Civilian (Lb) : 18,000.00 

Total HHG Cost ($/100Lb): 35.00 
Air Transport ($/Pass Mile) : 0.20 

Misc Exp ($/Direct hploy) : 700.00 

Equlp Pack & Crate ($/Ton) : 

Mi1 Light Vehicle($/Mile): 

Heavy/Spec ~ehicle($/Mile) : 
POV Reimbursement ($/Mile) : 

Avg M11 Tour Length (Years) : 
Routine PCS ($/Pers/Tour) : 
One-Time Off PCS Cost($): 

One-Time En1 PCS Cost ( $ )  : 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Horizontal 
Waterfront 
Air Operations 

Operational 

Administrative 

School Buildings 
Maintenance Shops 

Bachelor Quarters 
Family Quarters 

Covered Storage 
Dining Pacilities 

Recreation Facilities 

Communications Facil 

Shipyard Maintenance 
RDT & E Facilities 
POL Storage 

Ammunition Storage 
Medical Facilities 
Environmental - -. - .  

- - - - - -  
(SY) 6 1 
(LF) 10,350 
(SF) 122 

(SF) 111 
(SF) 123 

(SF) 108 
(SF) 102 

(SF) 96 
(EA) 78,750 

(SF) 9 4 
(SF) 165 
(SF) 120 

(SF) 165 

(SF) 129 
(SF) 160 

(BL) 12 

(SF) 160 
(SF) 168 
( ) 0 

Category UM $ /m 

Optional Category A ( ) 

Optional Category B ( ) 

Optional Category C ( 

Optional Category D ( ) 

Optional Category B ( ) 

Optional Categoq F ( ) 

OptionalCategoryG ( ) 

Optional Category H ( ) 

Optional Category I ( ) 

Optional Category J ( ) 

Optional Category K ( ) 

Optional Category L ( ) 

Optional Category M ( ) 

Optional Category N ( ) 
Optional Category 0 ( ) 

Optional Category P ( ) 

Optional Category Q ( ) 
Optional Category R ( ) 



TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCPION ASSETS (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 1/4 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 15:23 05/08/1995 

Department : NAVY 

Option Package : NABsU/NATsP, PHILA 

Scenario File : C:\BAT\COBRA\ASONASNT.CBR 
Std Pctrs Pile : C:\BAT\COBRA\N950M.SFF 

All Costs in $K 
Total I MA Land Cost Total 

Base Name MilCon Cost Purch Avoid Cost 
. - - - - - - - - .----- - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  
NAESU, PHILADBLPHIA 0 0 0 0 0 

NATSF, PHILADELPHIA 0 0 0 0 0 
ASO, PHILADELPHIA 0 0 0 0 0 
----------------------------------.------------------------------------------- 

Totals: 0 0 0 0 0 



NET PRBSBNT VALUES REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 15:23 05/08/1995 

Department : NAVY 

Option Package : NAESU/NATSP, PHILA 

Scenario File : c:\BAT\COBRA\ASONASNT.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\BAT\COBRA\N950M.SFF 

Year Cost ( $ )  Adjusted Cost ( $ )  



TOTAL PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 1/4 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 15:23 05/08/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NAESU/NATSF, PHILA 
Scenario File : C:\BAT\COBRA\ASONASNT.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\BAT\COBRA\N950M.SPF 

Rate 
- - - -  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 

Civilian Turnover* 15.00% 

Civs Not Moving (RIPS)*+ 
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 0 0 92 0 0 0 

Early Retirement 10.00% 0 0 9 0 0 0 
Regular Retirement 5.00% o o s o 0 o 
Civilian Turnover 15.00% o o 14 o 0 o 
Civs Not Moving (RIPS) *+ 0 0 6 0 0 0 

Priority Placement# 60.00% 0 0 55 0 0 0 
Civilians Available to Move 0 0 3 0 0 0 
civilians Moving o o o o o o 
Civilian RIPS (the remainder) 0 0 3 0 0 0 

Total 
- - - - -  
211 

0 
0 

0 

0 

211 

0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 211 0 0 0 211 
Civilians Moving 0 0 211 0 0 0 211 
New Civilians Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Other Civilian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 9 0 0 0 9 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIPS 0 0 9 0 0 0 9 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 55 0 0 0 5 5 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NBW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not 
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

+ The Percentage of civilians Not Willing to Move (Voluntary RIPS) varies from 
base to base. 

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.00% 



PBRSONNBL IMPACT RBPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/4 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 15:23 05/08/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU/NATSP, PHILA 
Scenario Pile : C:\BAT\COBRA\ASONASNT.CBR 
Std Pctrs File : C:\BAT\COBRA\N950M.SFP 

Base: NAESU, PHILADELPHIA, PA Rate 
- - - -  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 

Civilian Turnover* 15.00% 

Civs Not Moving (RIPS) * 6.00% 
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 

Civilian Turnover 15.00% 

Civs Not Moving (RIPS) + 6.00% 
Priority Placement# 60.00% 
Civilians Available to Move 
Civilians Moving 
Civilian RIPS (the remainder) 

Total 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Civilians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
New Civilians Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other Civilian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMBNTS 0 0 4 0 0 0 4 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIPS 0 0 5 0 0 0 5 

TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 25 0 0 0 25 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Clvilian Turnover, and Civilians Not 
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.00% 



PBRSONNBL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5 .08) - Page 3/4 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 15:23 05/08/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU/NATSF, PHILA 
Scenario Pile : C:\BAT\COBRA\ASONASNT.CBR 
Std Pctrs File : C:\BAT\COBRA\N~~OM.SPP 

Base: NATSP, PHILADELPHIA, PA Rate 
- - - - 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS RBALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 1 0 . 0 0 %  

Regular Retirement* 5 . 0 0 %  

Civilian Turnover* 1 5 . 0 0 %  

Civs Not Moving (RIPS) * 6 . 0 0 %  

Civilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 1 0 . 0 0 %  

Regular Retirement 5 . 0 0 1  

Civilian Turnover 1 5 . 0 0 %  

Clvs Not Moving (RIPS)* 6 . 0 0 %  

Priority Placement# 6 0 . 0 0 %  

Civilians Available to Move 
Civilians Moving 
Civilian RIPS (the remainder) 

Total 
- - - - -  
173 
0 
0 
0  

0  

173 
0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 0 0  0 0 0  

Civilians Moving 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 
New Civilians Hired 0  0  0  0 0  0 0 
Other Civilian Additions 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMBNTS 0 0 5  0  0  0 5 

TOTAL CIVILIAN RIPS 0 0 4 0  0 0  4 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0  3 0  0 0  0  3 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0  0  0 0  0  0  

* Early Retirementa, Regular Retirements, Clvilian Turnover, and Civilians Not 
willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS 1s 5 0 . 0 0 5  



PBRSONNBL IMPACT RBPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4/4 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 15:23 05/08/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NAESU/NATSF, PHILA 
Scenario File : C:\BAT\coBRA\ASoNASNT.cBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\BAT\CoBRA\N950M.SFF 

Base: ASO, PHILADELPHIA, PA Rate 
- - - -  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
Civilian Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not ~oving (RIPS) + 6.00% 
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS BLIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
Civilian Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIPS)' 6.00% 
Priority Placement# 60.00% 
Civilians Available to Move 
Civilians Moving 
Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 

Total 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 211 0 0 0 211 
Civilians Moving 0 0 211 0 0 0 211 
New Civilians Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Other Civilian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN BARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NBW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

+ Early Retirements, Regular Retirements. Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not 
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.00% 



PBRSONNBL YEARLY PERCENTAGES (COBRA v5.08) 
Data AS of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 15:23 05/08/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU/NATSP, PHILA 

Scenario Pile : C:\BAT\COBRA\ASONASNT.CBR 

Std Pctrs File : c:\BAT\COBRA\N~~OM.SFF 

Base: NABSU, PHILADELPHIA, PA 

Pers Moved In 
Total Percent 

MilCon 
TimePhase 

Pers Moved Out/Bliminated ShutDn 
Total Percent Timephase Year 

TOTALS 

Base : NATSF , PHILADELPHIA, PA 

Pers Moved In 

Total Percent 
- - - - -  - - - - - - - 

0 0.00% 

0 0.00% 

0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 

0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 

- - - - -  - - - - - - - 
0 0.00% 

MilCon 

TimePhase 
- - - - - - - - - 

66.67% 

33.33% 

0.00% 
0.00% 

0.00% 
O.OC% 

- - - - - - - - - 
100.00% 

Pers Moved Out/Bliminated ShutDn 

Total Percent Timephase Year 
.--- 

1996 

1997 

1998 

1999 

2000 
2001 

TOTALS 

Base : ASO, PHILADELPHIA, PA 

Pers Moved In 
Total Percent 

MilCon 

TimePhase 
Pers Moved 

Total 
Out/Bliminated ShutDn 

Percent TimePhase 
- - - - - - -  - - -------  
0.00% 16.67% 

0.00% 16.672 
0.002 16.67% 

0.00% 16.67% 

0.002 16.672 
0.00% 16.67% 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
0.00% 100.00% 

Year 

TOTALS 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 15:23 05/08/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NAESU/NATSF, PHILA 
Scenario File : C:\BAT\COBRA\ASONASNT.CBR 
Std Pctrs File : C:\BAT\COBRA\N~SOM.SPF 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: NAESU, PHILADELPHIA, PA 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, Prior to BRAC Action) : 
Officers Enlisted Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  .--------- 

5 5 0 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMBNTS: 
To Base: ASO, PHILADBLPHIA, 

1996 
- - - -  

Officers 0 

Enlisted 0 

Students 0 

Civilians 0 

TOTAL 0 

Civilians 
- - - - - - - - - -  

8 0 

PA 
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  
0 2 0 0 0 2 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 3 8 0 0 0 38 

0 4 0 0 0 0 4 0 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out of NAESU, 
1996 1997 1998 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

Officers 0 0 2 

Enlisted 0 0 0 

students o 0 o 
civilians 0 o 3 8 

TOTAL 0 0 4 0 

PHILADELPHIA, PA) : 
1999 2000 2001 Total 
.--- - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

0 0 0 2 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 38 

0 0 0 4 0 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

Officers 0 0 - 3 0 0 0 - 3 
Enlisted 0 0 - 5 0 0 0 -5 

Civilians 0 0 -42 0 0 0 -42 

TOTAL 0 0 -50 0 0 0 -50 

BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action) 
Officers Enlisted 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

0 0 

Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  

0 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: NATSP, PHILADELPHIA, PA 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, Prior to BRAC Action) : 
Officers Enlisted Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

3 1 0 

PERSONNEL RgALIGNMENTS : - -- TD Base: ASO, PHILADBLPHIA, 

1996 
- - - -  

Officers 0 

Enlisted 0 

Students 0 

Civilians 0 

TOTAL 0 

TOTAL PERSONNEL RgALIGNMENTS (Out 
1996 1997 
- - - -  - - - -  

Off icers 0 0 

Enlisted 0 0 

Students 0 0 

Civilians 0 0 

TOTAL 0 0 

of NATSF, 
1998 

Civilians 
- - - - - - - - - -  

223 

** * 

2001 Total 
- - - - - - - - - 

0 1 

0 1 

0 0 

0 173 

0 175 

PHILADELPHIA. PA) : 
1999 2000 2001 Total 



PBRSONNBL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA V5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 15:23 05/08/1995 

Department : NAVY 
Option Package : NABSU/NATsF, PHILA 
Scenario File : C:\BAT\COBRA\ASONASNT.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\BAT\COBRA\N~~OM.SFF 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

Officers 0 0  - 2 0 0 0 -2 

Enlisted 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 

Civilians 0 0  - 5 0  0 0 0 -50 

TOTAL 0 0 - 5 2  0  0 0 -52 

BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action): 
Officers Enlisted Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  ..-------- 

0 0 0 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: ASO, PHILADELPHIA. PA 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, Prlor to BRAC Action) : 
Officers Bnlisted Students 
.--------- --------.- -.-------- 

61 11 0 

Civilians 
- - - - - - - - - -  

0 

Civilians 
- - - - - - - - - -  

1,924 

PBRSONNBL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: NAESU, PHILADELPHIA, PA 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 
- - - -  - - - -  . - - - . - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - 

Officers 0 0  2 0  0 0 2 
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Students 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 

civilians o o 3 8 o 0 0 38 

TOTAL 0 0 4 0 0  0 0 4 0 

From Base: NATSF, PHILADBLPHIA, PA 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

Officers 0 0 1 0  0 0 1 

Enlisted 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 

Students 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 

Civilians o o 173 o o 0 173 

TOTAL 0 0 175 0 0 0 175 

TOTAL PBRSONNEL RBALIGNMENTS (Into ASO, PHILADELPHIA, PA) : 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 

Officers 
Enlisted 
Students 
Civilians 
TOTAL - -- - 

BASE POPULATION 
Officers 

(After BRAC Action): 
Bnlisted Students Civilians 



RPMA/BOS CHANGB RBPORT (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data As Of 17:04 04/06/1995, Report Created 15:23 05/08/1995 

Department : NAVY 

Option Package : NABSU/NATSP, PHILA 

Scenario Pile : c:\BAT\COBRA\ASONASNT.CBR 
Std Pctrs Pile : c:\BAT\COBRA\N95OM.SPP 

Net Change($K) 1996 1997 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
RPMA Change 0 0 
BOS Change 0 0 

Housing Change 0 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
TOTAL CHANGES 0 0 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 
-899 

0 
- - - - - -  

-899 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

-349 
0 

- - - - - - - - 
-349 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. 31XON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
A L  CORNELLA 

bfay 17, 1995 
REBECCA C O X  
GEN J. 6.  DAVIS, LISAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN rRET) 
MG JOSUE ROELBS. JR.. USA I RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Colonel Michael G. Jones 
Director, The , b y  Basing Study 
200 Army Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 203 1 0-0200 

Dear Colonel Jones: 

Request that you provide the following information so that the Commission can evaluate 
DOD's recommendations impacting on Army depot maintenance. Please provide any additional 
information that you think will assist us. 

Breakout of ground vehicle depot maintenance program workload by commodity for FY97, 
FY98, and FY99 at Anniston, Letterkenny, and Red River Army Depots. 
Details on wartime ground vehcle depot maintenance workload for Anniston, Letterkenny, 
and Red River Army Depots. 
List of core weapon systems. 

Please provide your response no later than 24 May 1995. Tnank you for your assistance. 
I appreciate your time and cooperation. 

Sincerely. 

' Edward A. ~ i o w n  I11 
Army Team Leader 



Documellt Separator 



REPLY TO 
ATTENTION OF 

Mr. Edward A. Brown I11 
Army Team Leader 
Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 

1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Brown: 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

200 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0200 

May 30, 1995 

This is in response to your request 950518-4, dated May 17, 1995, concerning questions 
the Commission addressed on the breakout of ground vehicle depot maintenance, wartime ground 
vehicle depot maintenance workload for Anniston, Letterkenny, and Red River, and a listing of 
core weapons systems. 

The requested information has been provided directly to the Commission staff to meet 
briefing/presentation requirements. Attached is an additional copy for your files. 

Point of Contact for this action is Mr. Ron Hamner, (703) 693-0077. 

MICHAEL G. JONES - 
COL, GS 
Director, TABS 

Printed on Recycled Paper 



I*, Breakout of ground vehicle depot maintenance program workload 
by commodity for FY97, FY98, and FY99 a t  Anniston, Letterkenny, 
and Red River Army Depots. 

a. Anniston 

(1) FY97 

Commodi tv Direct Labor Hours 

3c Tank Gas Turbine Engines 392,000 

6b Tanks 

Commodi tv D i r e c t  L a b o r  Hours 

3c Tank Gas T u r b i n e  Engines 392,000 

6b Tanka 

odltv Direct Labor Hours 

3c Tank Gas Turbine Engines 385,000 

6b Tanks 

b. Letterkenny Army D e p o t  

D i r e c t  Labor Hours 

6a Self-Propelled Artillery 1,208,000 

6c Towed Artillery 



Commodi tv Direct Labor H o u r s  

6a Self-Propelled Artillery 618,000 

6c Towed Artillery 

Commoditv Direct Labor Hours 

6a Self-Propelled Artillery 416,000 

6c Towed Artillery 42,000 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

458,000 

c. Red River 

(1) FY97 

Commodi tv 

6b Combat Vehicles 

Direct Labor Hours 

1,887,000 

6d Combat Vehicle Components 122,000 

8 ~utomotive/Construction 
Equipment 25,000 

9b Tactical Vehicle Components 3,000 
------------ 
2,037,000 

Commodi tv Direct Labor Hours 

6b Combat Vehicles 1,261,000 

6d Combat Vehicle Components 118,000 

8 Automotive/Construction 
Equipment 17,000 

9b Tactical Vehicle Components 3,000 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  
1,399,000 



Commodi tv Direct Labor Hours 

6b Combat Vehicles 1,142,000 

6d Combat Vehicle Components 120,000 

8 Automotive/Construction 
Equipment 17,000 

9b Tactical Vehicle Components 3,000 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  
1,282,000 

2. Details on wartime ground vehicle depot maintenance workload 
for Anniston, Letterkenny, and Red River Army Depots. 

a. The following is the projected total ground vehicle 
workload associated with the two-medium-regional conflict 
scenario. (This workload is larger than the computed core 
workload. Core workload is the peacetime minimum necessary to 
assure that capability and capacity exist8 80 that, during 
wartime, depots can surge to meet the following wartime workload 
requirements 1 . 

3,122,347 direct labor hours 

r (2) At LEAD: 

3,448,501 direct labor hours 

6,259,782 direct labor hours 

3. List of core weapon systems. See attached list. 
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Delta Junction City Council 
DeltaIGreely School District 
Delta Chamber of Commerce 
Deltana Community Corporation 
Delta Chapter, Farm Bureau 

May 9, 1995 

DeltaIGreely Community Coalition 
P.O. Box 780 

Delta Junction, Alaska 99737 

Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, BRAC Commission 
1700 N. Moorest, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Cleeta P. Bargei, President 
Tel: 907-895-4142 

FAX: 895-4506 
Ray Woodruff, Vice-Pres. 

Charles Forck, SecITres 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

During the presentation from the Delta Greely Community Coalition to 
Commissioner Cornella and Commissioner Cox, a stationing study prepared by 
the 6th Infantry Division's Director of Resource Management was referenced. A 
copy of the transition team's report has been provided to the Coalition and we 
would like for it to be entered for future deliberations. 

In addition, an accident log with enclosures has been provided to the Coalition 
and supports the contention that significant danger is inherent in the SAFARI 
concept. A copy of this accident report is also being presented for future 
deliberations. 

An additional item has recently surfaced which was not included in the 
Construction Costs provided to the Commission. That item was the ammunition 
supply point which is insufficient to support CRTA's requirements for security, 
storage, temperature protection and access for testing. This will require 
considerable construction funds providing that the maximum explosive rating 
which is currently inadequate, can be changed. 

Thank you for your consideration in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

~~& P + 
CLEETA P. BARGER 
President 



DELTA AREA ACCIDENTS 
1-1-94 TO 12-31-94 

These are all the reported accidents to the Alaska State Troopers 
in Delta Junction, Alaska. This area covers the Richardson Highway 
from Milepost 197 to Milepost 315, and the Alaska ~ighway from 
Milepost 1422 to Milepost 1380.5. 

Motor Vehicle Accidents, Property Damage Only 
48 

Motor Vehicle Accidents, Property Damage Involving Wildlife 
51 

Motor Vehicle Accidents Involving Injuries 
23 

Fatal Motor Vehicle Accidents 
1 

Aircraft Accidents: 
1 with 3 fatalities 
1 with no injury or fatality 

Compiled by Eula Nistler from 1994 Post Complaint Log 
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MPRt00367-93-MPC309 DATE: 931018 

Summary : . . 

At 1400hrsl 18 OCT 93) this stationed was notified in person by SSG YONTS 
of the above traffic accident. Investigation by Alaska State Troopers 
revealed that while traveling South along the Richardson Highway at mile 
marker 833 SSG YONTS lost control-of R-318, GSA plate #G63-10671, and 
skid off the road causing the vehicle to roll over once down an embankment. 
The Passenger SGT RANDAL sustained a blow to the head and was transported 
to BACH via Ambulance. SGT RANDAL was examined and released on her 
own recognizance. Vehicle damage consisted of damage to both the driver 
and passenger doors, all windows were broken, and the top was pushed 
down in slightly. ECOD is over $1,000. THIS IS A FINAL REPORT. 
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PURPOSE 

TO PROVIDE COA'S TO THE COMMANDING GENERAL 

IN ORDER TO DEVELOP A STRATEGY THAT WILL 

BEST ACCOMMODATE THE RESTATIONING OF THE 

6TH SIG BN - AND/OR DIVARTY AND THE 

4- 11TH FA BN NOR. 



POST RELOCATION 
CONFIGURATION 

A 

SEP 90 

o HQ'S DIVARTY - FRA 106 PERSONNEL 

o 4 - I I T H  FA BN - FRA 

o 6TH SIG BN - FRA 

4 10 PERSONNEL 

459 PERSONNEL 

PLANNED MOVES 
o A TOTAL OF 345 SPACES HAVE BEEN IDENTIFIED TO DA TO 

RELOCATE IN 61D(L). THESE SPACES ARE A RESULT OF THE MOVE 

OF THE 6TH SIG BN (-1 IN MAY-SEP 91, AND ARE CONTAINED IN 

THE DIVISION CONCEPT PLAN. PCS $3 ARE PROJECTED TO BE 

$2.63M (MPA), EQUIPMENT RELOCATION $'S AND OTHER BASOPS(-) 

COSTS ARE ESTIMATED TO BE $529K. ALL COSTS HAVE BEEN 

SUBMITTED IN THIS COMMAND'S FY91 COB SUBMISSION AS A 

SPECIAL UFR. 



- 
CONSIDERATIONS 

o SPACE IS CURRENTLY EARMARKED FOR THE STATIONING 
OF THE 6-9TH INF BN AT FWA (570 PERSONNEL - OCT 90 MTOBE) 

THIS AREA CONSISTS OF: 

BLDG 3401  - BARRACKS (CURRENT 1-STOP) 
BLDG 3475 - MOTOR POOL AND UNIDENTIFIED AND/OR 

CONSTRUCTED MTOBE STORAGE SPACE 
(PORTION OF 3489 OR NEW BUTLER-TYPE BLDG'S) 

BN HQ'S BLDG WOULD NEED TO BE CONSTRUCTED 

o FGA HAS VACANT FACILITIES RESULTING FROM CRTC DRAWDOWN 
AND NEW BOLlO LAKE CONSTRUCTION 

o FRA WILL HAVE VACANT FACILITIES RESULTING FROM THE 
DIVISION MOVE AND THE PLANNED 6TH SIG BN (-1 MOVE 



COURSES OF ACTION 

COA - 1 - MOVE DIVARTY (L 4 - 1 1 T H  FA BN TO FWA 
VICE 6 T H  SIG BN (-) 

COA - 2 - MOVE DIVARTY, 4 - 1 1 T H  FA BN AND 
6 T H  SIG BN - TO FWA 

COA - 3 - M0V.E 6 T H  SIG BN ( - 1  AS SCHEDULED; 
DIVARTY & 4- 11TH FA BN REMAIN AT FRA 

COA - 4 - MOVE DIVARTY & 4 - l l T H  FA BN TO FGA; 
6TH SIG BN REMAINS AT FRA 

COA - 4a- MOVE DIVARTY TO FWA; 
4 - 1 1 T H  FA BN TO FGA; 
6 T H  SIG BN REMAINS AT FRA 

COA - 5 - DIVARTY & 6TH SIG BN TO FWA; 
4 - 1 1 T H  FA BN TO FGA 

COA - 6 - DIVARTY TO FGA; 4 - 1 1 T H  FA B N  TO FWA; 
6TH SIG BN REMAINS AT FRA 



b 

ACTIONS REQUIRED 
. 

o CG SELECTS COA AND PROVIDES PLANNING 
GUIDANCE TO THE STAFF (DIVISION/GARRISON) 

o CG DETERMINES WHICH STAFF ELEMENT/MSC 
WILL BE PROPONENT IN ORDER TO PLAN 8 
EXECUTE GUIDANCE PROVIDED ABOVE 

o PLANNING COMMENCES IMMEDIATELY TO 
FORWARD NECESSARY REQUEST FOR CHANGES 
TO EXISTING CONPLAN THRU WESTCOM TO CSA 
FOR APPROVAL/RESOURCING 





o RELOCATION OF THESE 3 UNITS WOULD INVOLVE 
APPROXIMATELY 820 PERSONNEL 

- 

o WOULD REQUIRE USE OF FACILITIES TAGGED FOR 3RD INF BN 
UNLESS NEW CONSTRUCTION $'S WERE MADE AVAILABLE' 

4 

COA 2 - MOVE DIVARTY, 4-11TH FA BN & 
6TH SIG BN (-) TO FWA 

o PROJECTED FWA TROOP STRENGTH WOULD INCREASE BY 516 
PERSONNEL OVER WHAT IS CURRENTLY PLANNED 

o NEW FAMILY HOUSING WOULD BE REQUIRED 

o NEW CONSTRUCTION WOULD BE REQUIRED TO SOLVE 
EQUIPMENT STORAGE PROBLEM AS WELL AS BN HQ'S 

o NEW FORCE STRUCTURE COULD NOT BE ADDED WITHOUT 
MAJOR PLUS UP OF RESOURCES 

COMMENTS: INSTALLATION SUPPORT SERVICES WOULD BECOME 
STRAINED AT THIS LEVEL OF CAPACITY. RENOVATION OF THE OLD 
COMMISSARY INTO THE NEW ONE STOP WOULD BE KEY TO FREEING 
UP BLDG 3401 FOR USE BY ONE OR MORE OF THE ABOVE LISTED 
UNITS. MOTOR MAINTENANCE WOULD BE CONSTRAINED SINCE THE 
ARTILLERY UNITS AND SIGNAL BN (-) BOTH HAVE LARGE TACTICAL 
FLEETS. 



COA 3 - CURRENT DIVISION 
CONPLAN 

rn 

o FOLLOWS THE CONCEPT HERETOFORE APPROVED FOR THE 
2-PHASED MOVEMENT OF KEY DIVISION ASSETS NORTH 

o COSTS C0NTAINE.D AS 'SPECIAL UFR" IN FY91 COB 

o DOES NOT SOLVE THE CRUCIAL QUESTION OF ARTILLERY 
FIRING SOR DUE TO ENVIRONMENTAL PROBLEMS 
(EAGLE RIVER FLATS) 

o HQ'S SPACE, BILLETS, MOTOR MAINTENANCE, - ALL 
ARE ON TRACK. RPA COSTS IN FY91  COB 

o P72 $'S REQUIREMENT/TDY COSTS MAY INCREASE IN 
OUT YEARS DUE T O  RECURRING REQUIREMENT TO TRAVEL 
TO FWA TO SUPPORT DIVISION C3 

o AFH IS CURRENTLY BEING VERIFIED BY THE ARMY 
AUDIT AGENCY 



I 

COA 4 - FORT GREELY OPTION 
i 

LOSS OF TROOP STRENGTH @ FWA WOULD BE OFFSET @ FGA 

ADEQUATE .SPACE OF BN HQ'S AND SUBORDINATE ELEMENTS 
CURRENTLY EXISTS Q FGA 

FAMILY HOUSING COULD BE SOLVED BY MIX OF ON/OFF 
POST UNITS 

PLACES M S G  AND FIRING BN AT THEIR PRIME TRANING 
AREA - "GRAF NORTH' 

MOTOR MAINTENANCE & MTOSE STORAGE COULD BE SOLVED 
THRU REALLOCATION OF UNUSED/MARGINALLY USED CRTC 
FACILITIES 

NEW MSC HQ'S WOULD BE REQUIRED 

CATALYST TO IMPROVE ALLEN ARMY AIRFIELD TO MEET 
DEPLOYMENT CRITERIA OF DlVARTY AND 4 - 1  I T H  FA BN 

MAY REQUIRE PLUS UP IN GARRISON SUPPORT SERVICES 

SAVES P72 $'S BY ELIMINATION OF TRANSPORTATION 
COSTS FROM FRA TO FGA 

RETAINS FACILITIES FOR 3RD INF BN AT EITHER POST 



DIVARTY @ FWA 
COA 4a - 4-11TH FA BN @ FGA 

6TH SIG BN @ FRA 

o PLACES DIVARTY IN A BETTER C2 POSITION THAN 
CURRENTLY VIS-A-VIS SUBORDINATE BN'S 

o DOESN'T OVER TAX FGA SUPPORT STRUCTURE ALTHOUGH 
SOME CHANGES WOULD PROBABLY BE REQUIRED 

o CAPITALIZES ON NEW CONSTRUCTION/SPACE REALLOCATION 
OF DIVISION PHASE 1 MOVEMENT 

o REINFORCES DIVARTY'S ALT TOC MSN BY MAINTAINING 
PROXIMITY TO DIVISION HQ'S 

o EVEN THOUGH PERSONNEL NUMBERS WOULD INCREASE, 
OVERALL MPA IL COB COSTS SHOULD REMAIN CONSTANT 
SINCE SHORTER DISTANCE TO RELOCATE 

o RETAINS FLEXIBILITY IN TERMS OF FWA RESOURCES 
SHOULD FUTURE REQUIREMENTS SURFACE FOR AN ELEMENT 
OF I BN OR ANY DIVISION SEPARATE BN TO DEPLOY 
TO FWA 

o DOESN'T USE FACILITIES FOR 3RD INF BN AT EITHER POST 



DIVARTY @ FWA 
COA 4a - 4-11TH FA BN @ FGA 

6TH SIG BN @ FRA 

o PLACES DIVARTY IN A BETTER C2 POSITION THAN 
CURRENTLY VIS-A-VIS SUBORDINATE BN'S 

o DOESN'T OVER TAX FGA SUPPORT STRUCTURE ALTHOUGH 
SOME CHANGES WOULD PROBABLY BE REQUIRED 

o CAPITALIZES ON NEW CONSTRUCTION/SPACE REALLOCATION 
OF DIVISION PHASE 1 MOVEMENT 

o REINFORCES DIVARTY'S ALT TOC MSN BY MAINTAINING 
PROXIMITY TO DIVISION HQ'S 

o EVEN THOUGH PERSONNEL NUMBERS WOULD INCREASE, 
OVERALL MPA 8 COB COSTS SHOULD REMAIN CONSTANT 
SINCE SHORTER DISTANCE TO RELOCATE 

o RETAINS FLEXIBILITY IN TERMS OF FWA RESOURCES 
SHOULD FUTURE REQUIREMENTS SURFACE FOR AN ELEMENT 
OF SIG BN OR ANY DIVISION SEPARATE BN TO DEPLOY 
TO FWA 

o DOESN'T USE FACILITIES FOR 3RD INF BN AT EITHER POST 



MOVE DIVARTY 8 
COA 5 - 6TH SIG BN TO FWA; 

4-11TH FA BN TO FGA 

o SPACE REALLOCATION REQUIRED TO SUPPORT COMPANY 
SIZE ELEMENT (HHB, DIVARTY) 

o SPACE NEEDED FOR DIVARTY HQ'S 

o MINOR IMPACT ON FAMILY HOUSING 
(ASSUMING SUMMER 91 IS TARGET DATE) 

o MOTOR POOL/MTO&E STORAGE WOULD BE KEY FACTOR'S 
UNLESS EXISTING FACILITIES FOR 3RD INF BN WERE USED 

o OPTIMIZE FGA FACILITIES 8 IMPROVE C2  FOR DIVARTY 

o MEETS COMMO NEEDS FOR DIVISION HQ'S 

o ADDITIONAL 516 PCS'S ARE NOT PROGRAMMED IN 
FY91 COB (COA 4 & 4a) 



o WOULD REQUIRE SOME REDISTRIBUTION OF SPACE AND 
RESOURCES @ FGA 

MOVE DIVARTY TO FGA; 
COA 6 - 4-11TH FA BN TO FWA; 

6TH SIG BN REMAINS AT FRA 

o INCREASES UTILIZATION OF BARRACKS AND AFH 

L 

o ONLY REQUIRES SMALL INCREASE IN GARRISON TDA SLICE 

o POTENTIAL FOR ODP SAVINGS OF DIVARTY CDR IS 'DUAL 
HATTED" AS DEP GARRISON CDR 

o PLACES ALL ARTILLERY ASSETS NOR VICINITY PRIME 
TRAINING AREA W/POTENTIAL FOR $ SAVINGS IN P72 COSTS 

o RETAINS FLEXIBILITY FOR ADDED FORCE STRUCTURE @ FWA 



OPTION'S 

* 
IMPACTS UPON CURRENT PLANS 

. 

TOTAL 61D(L) 
PCS INCREASES 

FWA 
TROOPS 

FGA 
TROOPS 

FRA 
TROOPS 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425  PIfPaSe @ar bj~;- Mtwr 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209  

703-696-0504 when rcspr~tr&&jc~~/~-St / 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

May 27,1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Ms. Cleeta P. Barger 
President, DeltaIGreely 

Community Coalition 
P.O. Box 780 
Delta Junction, Alaska 99737 

Dear Ms. Barger: 

Thank you for providing the Commission with additional information regarding 
the utility of Alaskan military facilities. I appreciate your continued interest in this 
process and welcome your comments. 

You will be interested to learn that the Commission is analyzing the ammunition 
supply issue at both Fort Greely and Fort Wainwright. I can assure you that the 
additional information you have provided on this issue will be given careful attention by 
our review and analysis staff. In addition, all of the information you provided to the 
Commission will be entered in the Commission's official record. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional information to bring to 
the attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 



Doc~~lllent Separator 
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ALAN K. SIMPSON 
WYOMING 

It-lnited States Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-5002 

May 10, 1995 1 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
Suite 1435 
1700 North Moore Street 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Al: I 
I write to strongly rebut the fascinating rhetoric coming 

forth from the North Dakota Congressional Delegation letter dated 
May 5, 1995, requesting that F.E. Warren Air Force Base be added 
to the base closure and realignment list. 

Everyone is entitled to his own opinion - -  but everyone is 
not entitled to his own facts! It appears that the North Dakota 
Delegation has truly initiated a "Range War," by distorting the 
facts. Allow me to set the record straight. 

Unlike the delegation that represents the state to the north 
of my own beloved Wyoming, I do not believe that "adding . . .  bases 
is essential to ensure a fair and comprehensive review of basing 
options for Minuteman I11 intercontinental ballistic missiles 
(ICBMs) . " What absurdity! 

A "fair and comprehensive review of basing options" was 
conducted by the Department of the Air Force prior to making its 
recommendations for base closures to the Secretary of Defense. 
According to the Base Realignment and Closure Commission (BRAC) 
guidelines, "the Air Force's 1995 selecticn process shares the 
fundamental approach used in the 1991 and 1993 processes. The 
basis for recommendation was the DoD Force Structure Plan 
approved in January 1995 by the Deputy Secretary of Defense, and 
the eight selection criteria approved by the Secretary of 
Defense. If 

Additionally, the BRAC guidelines spelled out that, "the Air 
Force base closure and realignment recommendations were 
determined through an in-depth, base-by-base analysis." 

If the experts in the Air Force have told the BRAC - -  and 
they have - -  that Warren Air Force Base should not be on the base 
closure list, what amount of fancy backstage footwork from others 
who know nothing about the military value of Warren Air Force 
Base can persuade the BRAC Commissioners to do otherwise? 
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The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
Suite 1435 
1700 North Moore Street 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Al: 

1 write to strongly rebut the fascinating rhetoric coming 
forth from the North Dakota Congressional Delegation letter dated 
May 5, 1995, requesting that F.E. Warren Air Force Base be added 
to the base closure and realignment list. 

Everyone is entitled to his own opinion - -  but everyone is 
not entitled to his own facts! It appears that the North Dakota 
Delegation has truly initiated a 'Range War," by distorting the 
facts. Allow me to set the record straight. 

Unlike the delegation that represents the state to the north 
of my own beloved Wyoming, I do not believe that "adding . . .  bases 
is essential to ensure a fair and comprehensive review of basing 
options for Minuteman I11 intercontinental ballistic missiles 
( ICSMs) . " What absurdity! 

A "fair and comprehensive review of basing options" was 
conducted by the Department of the Air Force prior to making its 
recommendations for base closures to the Secretary of Defense. 
According to the Base Realignment and Closure Commission (BRAC) 
guidelines, "the Air Fsr;els 1995 sslecticn process shares the 
fundamental approach used in the 1991 and 1993 processes. The 
basis for recommendation was the DoD Force Structure Plan 
approved in January 1995 by the Deputy Secretary of Defense, and 
the eight selection criteria approved by the Secretary of 
Defense . 

Additionally, the BRAC guidelines spelled out that, "the Air 
Force base closure and realignmect recommendations were 
determined through an in-depth, base-by-base analysis: 

If the experts in the Air Force have told the BRAC - -  and 
they have - -  that Warren Air Force Sase should cot be on the base 
closure list, what amount of fancy backstage footwork from others 
who know nothing about the military value of Warren Air Force 
Base can persuade the BRAC Commissioners to do otherwise? 



Honorable Alan J .  Dixon 
page two 

While these opponents of Warren Air Force Base have been 
inundating the BRAC staff with capricious arguments regarding the 
perceived weaknesses of Warren Air Force Base, they have failed 
to make any strong argument for maintaining their own bases. 
What hypocrisy! You do not "sellN your own product - -  instead, 
you surreptitiously attekpt to convince the consumer that the 
competitor's product is not worth buying. That is surely not the 
way we do business in Wyoming. 

I would simply reiterate to you that "the Commission may 
only make changes to the Secretary's recommendations if it 
determines that the Secretary deviated substantially from the 
force-structure plan and the final selection criteria." 

Clearly, the Secretary has not erred in leaving Warren Air 
Force Base off the base closure list. It would make absolutely 
no sense at all to consider Warren Air Force Base for possible 
closure in light of the fact that the Peacekeeper missile must be 
taken into account. 

As you well know, the Peacekeeper missile is based at Warren 
AFB and it is targeted for elimination under the START I1 Treatv. 
Under the START 11 agreement, that would not occur until the year 
2003. In the meantime, no unilateral action on our Dart should 
take place regarding the Peacekeeper. If we were to take such 
precipitous action,-what leverage*would we have in dealing with 
the Russians in the ongoing national security negotiations? 

Al, we can not even be certain that the Russians will accept 
the START I1 Treaty as it currently stands. Why should we give 
away our "ace in the hole" prior to ratifying the START I1 
Treaty? That would be a grave mistake to make and that is not 
the way to deal with the Russians. 

One has only to look at the current situation in the Russian 
"republic" of Chechnya and to the continued instability in the 
former Soviet Union, to realize that we must maintain the most 
technologically advanced, most lethal, and most cost-effective 
missile system in our defense arsenal. That is the Peacekeeper. 
Accordingly, Warren AFB should certainly remain off the list of 
bases to be considered for closure and realignment. 

The strongest argument for maintaining Warren AFB's current 
mission is indeed its military value to the national defense. 
That argument has been made in the recent Cheyenne Chamber of 
Commerce Task Force Report which you received earlier this year. 



Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
page three 

It is so unfortunate that the different realities of 
politics have clouded the eyes of others and thus, prevented them 
from seeing this crystal clear fact regarding the ICBM defenses 
of our national defense system. 

I thank you for allowing me this opportunity to respond. 
With my best personal regards, 

Alan K .'siLpson 
United States Senator 
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703-696-0504 w t m  r-dirg ~SPS/ 8-IR / 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 6. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
5. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 

May 22,1995 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Alan K. Simpson 
United States Senate 
Wwhington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Al: 

Thank you for your letter regarding F.E. Warren Air Force Base. I certainly 
understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
comments. 

As you know, the Commission voted on May 10, to consider an additional thirty- 
five military activities as proposed changes to the Secretary of Defense's list of bases 
recommended for closure and realignment. After careful review, the Commission 
decided not to add F.E. Warren Air Force Base to the Secretary's list. 

Al, it was good to hear from you. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever 
you believe I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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HQ USAFICC 
1610 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington DC 20330- 1660 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St, Suite 1425 
Arlington VA 22209 

17 MAY 1995 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON DC 20330 

Dear Chairman Dixon 

I am writing to express my deep concern over the DBCR Commission's decision to consider 
Grand Forks Air Force Base for realignment or closure actions beyond those recommended by 
the Department of Defense. Two years ago we rebased our KC-135 fleet to form three core air 
refueling wings at Grand Forks, Fairchild, and McConnell AFBs, We took this action to achieve 
the organizational, operational and fiscal efficiencies of a properly sized organization with a 
clearly defined mission at each of these bases. 

L 

This reorganization was the right way to go in the long run for our tanker force but required 
that we relocate approximately 65% of the active duty KC-135 aircrew and support personnel to 
one of the three core refueling bases. During this same time, Air Force tanker and other mobility 
forces have supported numerous contingency and humanitarian efforts in countries such as 
Somalia, Haiti, Rwanda, and Iraq. The cost to our people from this high operations tempo when 
combined with the reorganization of our forces has been an increase in turbulence in their lives. 
We are just beginning to capture a measure of stability for them and are seeing the benefits in 
terms of greater operational efficiencies and higher morale. In my judgment, scattering Grand 
Forks' force structure throughout a number of new smaller units and locations dilutes our ability 
to efficiently accomplish the air refueling missions which are critical to support the national 
strategies of strategic deterrence and crisis response and creates additional turbulence in the lives 
of many of our personnel. 

Specifically, Grand Forks AFB has the airspace, infrastructure, and location the Air Force 
requires for a core tanker wing. Grand Forks' north central location is ideally suited to support 
our nation's nuclear deterrent posture and rapid response to mobility contingency operations. 
Grand Forks is also located close to most northern air refueling tracks providing quality training 
airspace free from encroachment and interference from commercial air traffic. In addition to 
these excellent characteristics, Grand Forks has some of the best infrastructure in AMC, with 
both the ramp and hydrant system required to support a large tanker fleet. Finally, the tanker 
force has undergone an inordinate amount of turmoil over the past five years with previous 



BRAC actions having closed 12 tanker bases. Stability is essential to maintaining our readiness 
posture. 

Our three core air refueling wings now realize economies of scale in operations, logistics, and 
organization. In operations, for example, a larger wing can support a long-term contingency on 
its own through Integrated Tanker Unit Deployments (ITUD). Smaller units would have to 
combine resources and cross normal lines of unit command to accomplish the same mission. In 
the area of logistics, our core air refueling wings avoid duplication in equipment, supply, 
manpower and overhead and efficiently use in-place infrastructure to provide support to a large 
number of aircraft at these three bases. From an organizational perspective, the fewer locations 
we operate from, the less overhead manning, units and facilities we need to support that 
operation. Closing Grand Forks would reduce or eliminate many of these benefits. 

I cannot overstate my support for retention of a core air refueling wing at Grand Forks Air 
Force Base. I believe it is essential to our nation's ability to respond in a timely manner to 
challenges across the entire spectrum of conflict. I ask your consideration of the benefits we are 
now receiving from our core refueling wings as you make the recommendations which will affect 
the basing structure of all the Armed Services for many years t rust my thoughts will 
be helpful to you in that process. 

Chief of Staff 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
NAVAL UNDERSEA WARFARE CENTER DIVISION 

1176 HOWELL STREET 

NEWPORT RI  02841-1708 

IN REPLY REFER TO: 

Ser 501AN/147 
12 May 95 

MEMORANDUM 

From: Deputy Director, Naval Undersea Warfare Center Division, 
Newport 

To : Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
(Mr. Lester Farrington), 1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425, 
Arlington, VA. 22209 

Subj: FORWARDING OF INFORMATION 

Ref: (a) NewLondonmtgof 30Apr 95 

Encl: (1) NAVUNSEAWARCENDIV NEWPORT Memo Ser 521/34 of 10 May 95 

1. ~uring reference (a), you said that the Connecticut 
coalition opposing the New London closure stated that Building 
68 on Pier 2 in Newport was unsuitable to house the Towed Array 
Facility. You requested a white paper on this subject. 
Enclosure (1) is forwarded for your information in response to 
that request. 

2. In summary, to quote from enclosure (11, "The use of 
building 68, Pier 2, in Newport for the Towed Array Facility is 
entirely consistent with previous Navy uses of the building for 
over thirty years in support of the Surface Ship Fleet when it 
was based in Newport. During that period, sophisticated 
electronic and mechanical material, spare parts and logistic 
support material were housed in this building without any 
significant impacts or losses due to hurricane tides and 
flooding." 

3. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call at 
DSN 948-3698 or commercial (401) 841-3698. 



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
NAVAL UNDERSEA WARFARE CENTER DIVISION 

1176 HOWELL STREET 

NEWPORT RI 02841-1708 

NAVAL UNDERSEA WARFARE CENTER DETACHMENT. NEW LONDON 
39 SMITH STREET 
NEW LONDON CT 06320-5594 

IN REPLY REFER TO' 

Ser 521/34 
10 May 1995 

MEMORANDUM 

From: Code 2lfCode 521 
To: Code 01A 

Subj: ACTION ITEM C-21/52-5-2 

1. Subject action item requested a "brief white paper" 
regarding the suitability of building 68, on Pier 2, in 
Newport to house the Towed Array Facility. The specific 
issue of the threat of hurricanes and flooding is addressed 
in the following paragraphs. 

2. Building 68, located on Pier 2, is 12.5 feet above mean 
low water. The flood elevation based on available data is 
defined as 13.7 feet above mean low water. If this flood 
elevation were reached, it would result in approximately 15 
inches of sea water inside the building. There would be no 
significant damage to the Towed Array R&D Facility since all 
towed array products (handling systems, arrays and cables) are 
designed to operate under sea water. Power to the building 
would be shut off. All electronic equipment will be located 
more than 18 inches off the floor. Any other equipment that 
might sustain damage would be placed on top of the six 33-inch 
high benches (each 210 feet long) used for array construction. 
The only damage would be to material left in the bottom 15 
inches of safes, cabinets and desks which could be moved given 
sufficient notice. The approximate number of containers 
currently used by the Towed Array Facility is 190 two-door 
cabinets and bookcases and 100 four-drawer safes and file 
cabinets. Any 55-gallon drums of towed array fill fluid 
(ISOPAR-L) would be removed from the pier in advance of 
flooding. The hazardous material containers (currently seven), 
which contain items such as epoxies, cleaners and polyurethane, 
will be permanently located on elevated bases above the flood 
elevation level. In the event of possible extreme weather 
conditions (i.e. hurricanes), standard disaster preparedness 
procedures common to all Naval. activities would be implemented 
to insure the safety of life and property. 



Ser 521/34 
10 May 1995 

Subj: ACTION ITEM C-21/52-5-2 

3. The use of building 68, Pier 2, in Newport for the 
Towed Array Facility is entirely consistent with previous 
Navy uses of the building for over thirty years in support of 
the Surface Ship Fleet when it was based in Newport. During 
that period, sophisticated electronic and mechanical 
material, spare parts and logistic support material were 
housed in this building without any significant impacts or 
losses due to hurricane tides and flooding. 

=.LQt ) 
R. J. MARTIN 

Copy to: 
Code 21/21s 

2 1A 
214/214s 
2143 
52 
5201 (R. Lord) 
521 (J. Beliveau) 





DEPARTMENT O F  T H E  AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS U N I T E D  STATES AIR FORCE 

MEMORANDUM FOR DBCRC (Mr. Francis A. Cirillo, Jr.) 

FROM: HQ USAFIRT 

SUBJECT: Mission Impacts for ALC Closures 

In response to your May 17, 1995 request for mission impacts to each ALC in the event of 
closure, the attached depot impact statements are forwarded. You also asked for closure level 
playing field COBRAS and backup worksheets which were previously transmitted. Please note 
that comments are provided for active-duty, AFRES, and ANG operational units at each ALC 
installation. If youneed additional information, feel free to contact Lt Col Mary Tripp at 38678. 

A 

/ s ec i a l  Assistant to CSAF for 
/ Realignment and Transition 

Atchs: ALC Mission ~mpacts (RT5 2 7) 



FROM DBCRC R-R 
PAGE. BOZ 

THE PEFENSE BASE CLOSURE ANO REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 142s 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
70~0%-0M)4 

A U N  J. MXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONER82 
AL CORNEUA 
RFOCCCA COX 
QPN J. U. DAVISr USAF (RE7.T) 
s. LCL: K U W  
WM UWAMIN F- MOWOVIL urn (RETI 
MG JOSU6 ROIWSp JR* USA ( R m  
WNO~ WUIWS r n e u  

Mba GQarl Jay Bhmc (ATM: Lt. Cd Mary Tripp) 
Sparrial ASubnt to the Wefof S W  
&BsseRdgamatsrrdTransition 

H d s d ~ U S A F  
1670 Air Fora Pentagon 
WashitlCPoq D.C. 2033&1670 

DearaetPeraf BIume: 
Appmhately ope year ago, the Air F o n  prepared *level playing field" COB- fa lo 

f iveNsiadhticjns. N o n ~ t h e C o n m r l r s i o n h u d c t ~ ~ r l l h r h o u l d b c  
cvnsidercd ibr dosura, we required updated COBRAS for these imtdations. 

ff eld ckmue COBRAS for 

Air Force Team Leadm 



KELLY AIR FORCE BASE, TEXAS 

COBRA ASSUMPTIONS (Major Tenants): 

- Air Intelligence Agency remains in cantonment and is attached to Lackland AFB 
- AFRES C-5As and ANG F-16s remain in cantonment at Lackland AFB 
- SA-ALC workload transfers to OC-ALC (89%), 00-ALC (lo%), and 
WR-ALC (1 %) 

- 1827th EIG remains at Lackland AFB 
- Regional SIGINT Operations Center remains at Lackland AFB 
- Remaining Base Population to Base X 

IMPACTS: 

Each option the Air Force considered at Kelly remained constant in that AFRES and 
ANG operations should remain in cantonment 

- Minimum Impact to AFRES and ANG operations 
-- If ANG Fighter Unit is not allowed to stay in cantonment 

--- Limited possible alternate locations (i.e. Biggs AAF, reduced 
population for recruiting) 

--- Lowers personnel participation in unit training events--reduces 
operational capability 

--- Reduces access to flight training areas and support 
infrastructure 

--- Some personnel will elect not to transfer with unit--reduces 
operational capability, increases replacement training time and 
cost 

-- If AFRES C-5 Unit is not allowed to remain in cantonment 
--- Loss of excellent recruiting location 
--- Loss of central location to support operations in any theater of 

operations 
--- Extremely high MILCON cost 

- 485th EIG redirect would require review 

STATEMENT: The closure of Kelly Air Force Base must include the cantonment of 
both the AFRES C-5A and ANG F-16 units currently located there. Any alternate 
location for the C-5A unit will require extensive MILCON, not to mention the loss of a 
valuable recruiting area. Few other attractive locations exist within the State of Texas 
suitable for the relocation of the ANG F-16 squadron. Those areas where a suitable 
runway does exists either infringes on other AFRES or ANG recruiting areas, or lies 
outside of a metropolitan area required to sustain operations. 



HILL AIR FORCE BASE, UTAH 

COBRA ASSUMPTIONS (Major Tenants): 

- Move 729th ACS to Cannon AFB 
- Move 84th RADS to Cannon AFB 
- Move 36 F-16C/Ds to Cannon AFB 
- Move 18 F-16 C/Ds to Shaw AFB 
- Retain AFRES unit in range cantonment area 
- 00-ALC workload transfers to SM-ALC (39%), OC-ALC (37%), 
WR-ALC (1 4%), SA-ALC (1 0%) 

- Remaining Base Population to Base X 

IMPACTS: 

- Rebasing of 388 FW Wing will result in a sub-optimal location for operational 
LANTIRN training 

-- Will result in dense packing of remaining F- 16 locations 
- Removal of Active and Reserve fighter units would preclude or greatly reduce 

accessibility to UTTR 
- No location in the State of Utah suitable for AFRES unit location 
- UTTR ground and air training ranges must be protected--it is a major training 

resource for the Composite Wing at Mountain Home 
-- UTTR instrumented range is only US cruise missile capable test range 
-- One of only three Air Force Major Range and Test Facility Bases; one 

of the few overland supersonic ACBT training areas 
- Prohibitively expensive to replicate Hill's missile maintenance capability and 

weapons storage facility elsewhere 

STATEMENT: The closure of Hill Air Force Base would require the relocation of the 
388 FW, and a collocated AFRES F-16 squadron. The movement of Hill's active duty 
aircraft would densepack remaining F-16 locations, in addition reducing the effectiveness 
of LANTIRN training currently conducted at Hill. There are no other suitable F-16 
locations in Utah to house the AFRES unit. The Utah Test and Training Range (U'ITR) 
must be protected. It serves as a major training area for the Composite Wing at Mountain 
Home, in addition to providing some of the best overland supersonic airspace available in 
the CONUS. Also, the UTTR instrumented range is the only US cruise missile capable 
test range. Finally, any move to replicate Hill's missile maintenance capability and 
weapon's storage facility would be prohibitively expensive. 



MCCLELLAN AIR FORCE BASE, CALIFORNIA 

COBRA ASSUMPTIONS (Major Tenants): 

- AFRES Headquarters (4 AF) moves to March AFB 
- USCG moves to NASA Moffett 
- Det 42 (Classified) to Travis AFB 
- AFTAC moves to Offutt AFB 
- 1849th EIS moves to Travis AFB 
- SM-ALC workload transfers to 00-ALC (70%), OC-ALC (25%), 
WR-ALC (5%) 

- Remaining Base Population to Base X 

IMPACTS: 

- Precludes DoD recommended move of North Highlands ANG station to 
McClellan 

- BRAC 95 485th EIG redirect would require review 
- Precludes DoD recommended move of the 129 RQS (ANG) from NASA 
Moffett to McClellan 

- No operational impact to AFRES operations currently at McClellan 
-- AFRES KC-1 35 unit programmed to move to Beale 

STATEMENT: The closure of McClellan Air Force Base would have an impact on 
current DoD recommended BRAC actions to move the North Highlands AGS and the 
129 RQS to McClellan. In addition, the BRAC 95 redirect involving the relocation of 
the 485th EIG would also require review. 



ROBINS AIR FORCE BASE, GEORGIA 

COBRA ASSUMPTIONS (Major Tenants): 

- Headquarters AFRES to Dobbins ARB 
- 19th Air Refueling Wing to Charleston AFB 
- 5th Combat Comm Group to Shaw AFB 
- Joint STARS to Beale AFB 
- WR-ALC workload transfers to SM-ALC (58%), SA-ALC (30%), 

00-ALC (1 2%) 
- Remaining Base Population to Base X 

IMPACTS: 

- Robins already designated as ALC for Joint STARS 
-- Collocation with ALC reduces JSTARS unique support requirements 

- Closure would delay IOC of JSTARS program, currently scheduled for EY 9712 
-- Will increase response time as well as sustainment capability 

- Closure would severely impact JSTARS crewmember initial qualification, 
mission ready rates, and continuation training due to required MILCON at new 
location 

- No alternate location in the State of Georgia to relocate ANG B-1s currently 
programmed to move to Robins 

-- Virtually any other beddown would involve significant MILCON 
-- McConnell AFB is not available, no excess capacity 

- Relocation of Active Duty Air Refueling Wing will be necessary 
-- Should remain in the Southeast due to a documented tanker shortage 

STATEMENT: The closure of Robins Air Force Base would have a lasting impact on 
the Initial Operational Capability (IOC) date of the JSTARS program. MILCON is 
already well underway to facilitate the projected IOC date of EY 9712. Any closure 
would severely impact JSTARS initial crewmember qualification, mission ready rates, 
and continuation training. In addition, Robins has already been designated as the ALC 
for JSTARS. This collocation significantly reduces JSTARS unique support 
requirements. The 19th Air Refueling Wing would also require relocation, preferably in 
the Southeast, due to the documented tanker shortage which exists within the region. 
Finally, any closure of Robins would require an alternate location for the inbound B-1 
ANG operation. There are no other locations within the State of Georgia available to 
support this mission, and the only other ANG B-1 unit at McConnell would be unable to 
accept the additional aircraft. 



TINKER AIR FORCE BASE, OKLAHOMA 

COBRA ASSUMPTIONS (Major Tenants): 

- AFRES KC- 135s to March AFB 
- AWACS to Beale AFB 
- TACAMO to Base X 
- 3rd Combat Comm Group to Davis Monthan AFB 
- 38th EIW to Peterson 
- OC-ALC workload transfers to SA-ALC (72%), WR-ALC (14%), 
SM-ALC (13%), 00-ALC (1%) 

- Remaining Base Population to Base X 

IMPACTS: 
- Would require relocation of AFRES KC-135 unit, AWACS, and Navy 
TACAMO 

- Reduces AWACS training opportunities and disrupts entire training program 
- Increases depot costs -- AWACS and TACAMO depot support is at Tinker 
- Costs to locate either AWACS or TACAMO would be prohibitively expensive 
- Loss of joint economy of scale with Navy E-6 TACAMO program 
- Movement of contracted flight training and blue suit mission training, including 

simulators, would effectively stand down initial training program and parts of 
continuation training program 

-- Results in reduced manning and reduced operational capability 
- Extended length sorties will be required to reach training orbits 
- Loss of depot cannibalization opportunities, loss of support in back shops, and 
no early preparation for phase inspections 

- BRAC 93 485th EIG redirect would require review 

STATEMENT: The closure of Tinker Air Force Base would have a significant impact 
on the capability of both the Air Force's AWACS and the Navy's E-6 TACAMO 
operations. Both rely on extensive support from their collocated ALC, in addition to their 
specialized maintenance facilities. Any required move of either unit would involve the 
relocation of contracted flight training and blue suit simulator training, effectively 
standing down initial training and important parts of their continuation training. Since 
training areas for both aircraft are in the south central US, any movement out of the 
region will drive increased O&M costs due to the extended length of training sorties 
required. In addition, it is operationally necessary for the AWACS to be based in the 
Central US to allow the unit to deploy either east or west in an equally rapid fashion. 
Finally, the AFRES KC-135 unit at Tinker would also require relocation, again to a 
metropolitan area suitable for recruiting. 
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BOB GRAHAM 
FLORIDA 

United States &mate 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-0903 

May 15, 1995 

P@ r,.;y * , . % 

Mr. David Lyles 
Staff Director 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear David: 

Thank you for all of the help that you and the members of your 
staff have given me and my staff in the recent months. Because 
of your efforts, this often difficult process of base 
realignments and closures was made as comfortable as possible for 
all of us. I am grateful for the excellent and hospitable 
support that was extended to us and all of the affected Florida 
communities. 

I appreciate the hard work that goes into preparing the 
commissioners for the hearings and meetings. Clearly, all of the 
members of your staff are professionals who work hard to ensure 
that the commissioners have the facts and are able to make wise 
judgements . 
Thank you again for your help, and I look forward to working with 
you in the remaining months ahead. 

With warm regards, 

Sincerely, 

United States Senator 
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ROBERT MENENDEZ 
1 3 ~ ~  DISTRICT, NEW JERSEY 

COMMITTEE O N  TRANSPORTATION 
AND INFRASTRUCTURE 

SUBCOMMITTEES: 
AVIATION 

WATER RESOURCES 

COMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL 
RELATIONS 

SUBCOMMITTEE: 
WESTERN HEMISPHERE AFFAIRS 

DEMOCRATIC WHIP AT LARGE 

DISTRICT OFFICES: 

91 1 BERGEN AVENUE 
JERSEY CITY. NJ 07306 

(201) 222-2828 

654 AVENUE C 
BAYONNE, NJ 07002 

(201 ) 823-2900 

275 HOBART STREET 
PERTH AMBOY, NJ 08861 

(908) 324-6212 

May 16, 1995 

Pka9 r;;.:;; 8:) !:*" ; ;,:, 1-2tjg 

The Honorable Alan J. ~ixon b v ? ? ~  mi&:y&Wdm 4d595F(5-\ 0 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore St, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I would like to thank you for the opportunity of testifying 
before you at the Regional hearing on May 5, 1995, in support of 
retaining the Military Ocean Terminal, Bayonne (MOTBY). 

The attention you gave me during Bayonne's presentation was 
appreciated, and I hope that I was able to convey to you the deep 
concerns I have about the ability of commercial ports to assume 
the mission currently performed by MOTBY. I continue to believe 
that they can not; and that, if MOTBY is forced to close, our 
security will be lessened due to the loss of this sole East Coast 
facility. 

I know that your responsibility is great and that you face 
difficult decisions in the coming days. I hope that the Bayonne 
presentation will assist you in reaching your determination. My 
staff and I stand ready to answer any further questions, and I 
would welcome an opportunity to meet with you in the coming 
weeks. 

Sincere 

7 

RM : kgk 
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CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

WASHINGTON, 0.  C. 20515 

May 16, 1995 

Commissioner Josue Robles 
Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 

1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear General Robles: 

Thank you very much for coming to 
Northeast Texas yesterday to visit the Red 
River Defense Complex. I appreciate your 
taking the time to consider the case for 
saving this world class installation. 

General, as you know from your many 
years of uniformed service to our nation, Red 
River is a unique asset which our military 
can ill afford to lose. The base closure 
process must result in significant reductions 
in excess and obsolete military 
infrastructure, and I strongly believe our 
alternative proposal to retain both Red River 
and ~nniston is infinitely superior to the 
Defense Department's flawed recommendation. 

As the Commission moves towards final 
deliberiltionu .the cdrni~iy weeks, your 
leadership will be crucial to the goal of 
arriving at the best conclusion. Please let 
me know how I can Thanks again for 
visiting Red Rive 



CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20515 

May 16, 1995 

Commissioner Wendi Steele 
Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 

1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 

Thank you for visiting the Red River Defense 
Complex yesterday. Your personal consideration of 
this most important matter is very much appreciated. 

Commissioner, as you saw firsthand, Red River 
is a world class installation that serves a vital 
function for our national security. The Defense 
Department's costs/savings analysis simply fails to 
stand up to scrutiny. While we must reduce military 
infrastructure, we must not make these critical 
decisions based on flawed methodology. Our proposal 
to retain the Army's two highest-ranked vehicle 
maintenance depots while downsizing to core workload 
and teaming with industry to reduce excess capacity 
is the best solution for the Army, the private 
sector and the American taxpayers. 

I an grzteful to ycu for your consideration of 
Red River's case, and I look forward to continuing 
to work with you as the Commission examines 
alternatives to the proposed closure list. Thank 
you again for visi 

I~embef- of Congress 
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POINT PAPER 
COOPERS AND LYBRAND 

SUBJECT: Coopers & Lybrand, Depot Maintenance Public Versus 
Private Competition Report, March 1995 

1. PURPOSE: To provide information on why Tobyhanna Army Depot is 
rated the most cost efficient depot within the Army and The DOD. 

2. FACTS: 

BACKGROUND: 

o Coopers & Lybrand conducted an extensive review of policies, 
procedures, and practices employed by 6 DOD Depots, two from 
each service, engaged in public vs. private competition to 
determine if the playing field was level regarding cost 
estimating and financial accounting systems integrity. 

o The 6 maintenance depots reviewed were: Tobyhanna Army Depot, 
Anniston Army Depot, Ogden ALC, Warner Robins ALC, Norfolk 
Naval Shipyard, and the Naval Aviation Depot Jacksonville. 

COOPERS & LYBRANDIS OBSERVATIONS WERE: 

-7-y 10 
o Tobyhannals approach to competition was thorough, professional 
and well documented. 

o Tobyhannals proposal was based on well documented cost and 
pricing data, labor hours were supported by detail operations, vy and estimating practices and techniques were current and 
compared favorably with private industry; further, Tobyhannals 
estimating procedures were the best of the public depot's 

P"r' ' reviewed. 

o The timeliness and high quality of Tobyhannals performance of 
the RT-524 contract is impressive. The depot's management of 
materiel ordering, use and costs throughout the contract was 
excellent. 

COOPERS & LYBRANDIS CONCLUSIONS WERE: 

o There were significant differences observed between depots in 

v7 estimating and accounting for costs, the Tobyhanna Army Depot was the I1onlyv1 depot that approached regulatory compliance and sound 
business practices that we considered comparable to a private 
firm. 

o In performance, Tobyhanna Army Depot personnel demonstrated an 
TY l d  excellent understanding of cost accounting. 



Prepared for 
Deputy Under Secretary of Defense 

@ March 1995 ' 

Coo ers . 
Coopers & Lybrand L.L.P. 

&Ly&rand . ,-.. Mw ,... 
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EXECUTIVE. SUMMARY 

An extensive review was conducted of policies, procedures and practices employed by 
public maintenance depots in public versus private competition. This included case studies at six 
maintenance depots, two fiom each of the Services. The review focused on the public depots 
since private firms are heavily regulated and were required to assume the risks associated with 
submission of firm fixed price proposals. 

Based on our review, we concluded the practice of competing depot maintenance between 
public depots and private firms is not fair to the private firms. The playing field is not level 
considering the following observations: 

Cost F.s-. Depot proposals were generally understated 
significantly. Estimating processes were not disciplined, in most cases deviating 
substantidIy from established accounting practices and historical data, without 
documented support. Since a depot's proposal is analogous to a cost type offer, 
without effective internal controls at the depots, a fair comparison cannot be made 
mith the firm fixed price offer of a private fm. 

Acco-. Observed mischarging and misallocation 
of costs raises serious questions on the accuracy of depot records. Incurred cost 
reports often do not provide an accurate accounting of performance at the program 
or project level. Depot accounting records should be the basis for subsequent 
proposals, in that proposed improvements and performance should be measurable. 
The accounting records are also used to report financial performance to 
management. 

• Selecti- For the most part, great care was exercised by 
government contracting officials to achieve fairness. However, in several cases 
public depots benefited from actions that provided the depots superior information 
to potential private competitors. We do not believe these advantages directly 
affected the selection results in the cases reviewed.. 

Cost While the depot maintenance Cost Comparability Handbook 
(CCH) provides comprehensive policy and procedures that address categories of 
costs and comparisons between public depots and private firms, its 
implementation was found to be inconsistent at the depots and procuring 
activities. 

@ With several exceptions, the DoD 
Accounting Manual @OD Instruction 7220.9-M) provides direction to public 
depots that is similar 90 the Cost Accounting Standards (CAS) and consistent with 
Generally Accepted Accounting Principles (GAAP). Nevertheless, basic 



accounting for costs at the program and project levels often did not comply with 
the DoD ~ccounting Manual, reflecting a lack of training, internal controls and 
discipline. 

InternalControls Internal controls at the depot mahtenance 
activities were found to be very weak or non-existent. As a result, cost 
estimating, labor charging and cost allocations were not always documented, 
consistent or disciplined. Significant improvements can be achieved at public 
depots by establishing an effective internal controls. 

Public versus private competition for depot maintenance has been used by the Services 
and depot management to create incentives for review of internal depot processes. In preparation 
for a competition, the depots have reviewed labor standards applicable to the requirement and 
administrative procedures, including those associated with the allocation of costs. Significant 
efficiencies were often estimated or planned. Although many of'the planned efficiencies have 
not been achievable in performance, they have tended to lower labor standards which otherwise 
might have remained overstated. On the other hand, there is little evidence that public versus 
private competition has created effective incentives for industry to lower prices in the face of 
public maintenance depot competition beyond which they arould in facing other private 
competitors. Conversely, it is believed that private firms generally perceived the competition 
with public depots to be unfair. Several private f i m  believed the competition amounted to a 
different of allocating work. 

Our review indicates that public maintenance depot estimating and accounting for costs 
should be improved, with or without future public versus private competition. The public 
maintenance depot culture needs to change to include cost management as an equal partner to 
quality and schedule management. The introduction of improved information systems, such as 
the Depot Maintenance Management Information Systems @ldM.lS), and other management 
tools will help. However, if proper estimating, costing and cos~ allocations are not performed 
and monitored through effective internal controls, the potential benefits of improved systems 
technology will be limited. While the basic business risks between a private firm and a public 
maintenance depot cannot be equalized to achieve a true level playing field, significant 
improvements can be made in the short term at public depots to promote a business discipline 
comparable to private firms. 

We do not believe that public versus private competition is an effective means of 
rationalizing the most efficient producer without first requiring public depots to establish basic 
business processes and controls. Thm is clearly substantial excess depot capacity in both the 
private and public sectors. The market incentives for a private firm to pursue business are 
reasonably bounded by profit 1 loss statements, regulatory c o m e t s  and risk. The incentives 
created for a public maintenance depot to fill its unused capacity are substantially unbounded. 
The establishment of effective internal controls at the public depots will significantly improve 
their abiity to perform within management approved proces:xs and reliably report financial 
results. Although the fi ~ancial incen:.ives and risks to a public maintenance depot cannot be 
made comparable, we bel, we similar business processes can be achieved. 
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INTRODUCTION 

This report provides the results of a review of public versus private competition for depot 
. maintenance conducted by a Coopers & Lybrand L. L. P. project team from April 1994 to 
December 1994. Six case studies performed during tlhe review are attached. The review was 
conducted under the auspices of the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Logistics). 

The primary tasks encompassed in the'review were: 

Determine whether public offerors were including all applicable costs in their 
competitive proposals. 

Evaluate whether public maintenance depot policies, systems, procedures and 
practices were adequate to properly account for costs of performance. 

Ascertain whether government policies, procedures and practices affecting public 
versus private competition were adequate and being implemented uniformly. 

Evaluate the adequacy of the current Cost Comparability Handbook in 
establishing a "level playing field" for public versus private competition. 

Compare the DoD accounting directives and cost comparability handbook with 
which public offerors must comply to tlne Cost Accounting Standards (CAS) and 
Generally Accepted Accounting Principlles (GAAP), applicable to private firms. 

Perform case studies to review specific competitions in which public depots 
competed. 

Provide recommendations to improve public maintenance depot performance. 

The concept of public versus private competition for depot maintenance must be 
addressed in the context of the broader issues associalted with the defense industrial base. The 
defense industrial base normally describes the private sector capability and capacity to design, 
develop and produce defense products. The current defense industrial base was sized over the 
years in response to the DoD's acquisition of weapons systems and products. Major prime 
defense contractors aggressively acquired capabilities and capacity in the early 1980's, much of it 
specialized reflecting emphasis on new tecbnologies for state-of-the-art systems, and relatively 
high peacetime production rates. With the current precipitous decline in the defense procurement 
budget, excess capabilities and capacity exists in every major product line reviewed. While 
downsizing is occurring, it appears to substantially trail the budget decline. Industry mergers 
may accelerate this downsizing in the near term; however, it must be recognized the reductions 
will be moderated as major defense firms attempt to preserve the capabilities and capacity they 
determine important to future core business interests. Individual defense contractors want to be 



ready for the piential of new business when oppormnities in their core competency areas arise. 
The Department of Defense @OD) pays the bill for the preservation of capabilities and capacity, 
as the costs are borne indirectly by current programs. 

Below the prime contractor level, the situation is not as clear. With less flexibility to 
preserve capabilities and capacity without on-going contracts targeted to the resources, there are 
strong indications that suppliers are exiting the defense rnarkec unable to sustain the capabilities 
and capacity in their market niches. With technology continuing to change rapidly, often driven 
by commercid development, many defense subcontractors can only be sustained by refocusing 
on the commercial market. Those that remain in the defense market are very concerned with ' 
their ability to sustain technical. teams while defense procurement declines. Whether this 
observation reflects too many qualified finns chasing too little business, the absence of 
requirements for which individual firms developed specialized expertise or the decision by prime 
contractors to increase in-house performance is not clear. There is substantiaI evidence that 
defense finns who normally are subcontractors are leaving the market. 

Another defense industrial base exists in the public sector. It has also been sized by 
defense budgets in the early 1980s, when depot maintenance requirements were relatively high, 
and the need to maintain core capabilities, defined as the skills., facilities and competencies to 
support essential maintenance requirements of current military strategies. This can entail the 
maintenance of capabilities that exceed current requirements. New technologies, such as the 
increased use of composites and integrated systems, also have demanded modernization of public 
sector capabilities. As operating forces and their equipment are downsized however, the public 
sector industrid base also suffers fiom excess capabilities and capacity, with arguably less ability 
and motivation to downsize aggressively. Much of the public sector downsizing is. associated 
with actions of the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) process. During our on-site reviews, 
it was clear the emphasis at the public maintenance depots was one of each becoming more 
efficient and competitive for available business. Their interests were to win business from 
industry and each other, strengthen their posture for BRAC reviews and to continue expanding 
their high technology skills and capabilities. This motivation has been encouraged over recent 
years by congressional and management actions. 

The depot maintenance business base has been estimated at $15 billion per year for the 
past five years.' The DoD procurement budget authority is projected at approximately $40 
billion in FY 1996, a 71% decline from 1985 after adjustments for inflation.' Depot maintenance 
can be a significant contributor to maintaining overall industrial base capabilities. For example, 
a defense contractor performing at low rate production or out of production on a system can often 
use its engineering and production skills, production facilities, tooling and test equipment for 
depot maintenance. DoD has implemented a CORE concept, normally considered to mean that 
specific public depots will be assigned depot work to sustain skills and capabilities that support 
contingency related readiness and sustainability requirements. Each Service determines what 

1 Report of the Defense Science Board Task Force on Depot Maintenance Management, 
April 1994. 

2 Defense News, US Defense Budget, p. 8, February 13- 19, 1995. 
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proganls are essential to be performed in its public depots to mainlain CORE capabilities and 
what depot work will be considered non-core. The Service then determines whether the non-core 
work will be competed, inter-serviced without competition or allocated to a Service depot 
consistent with their decision analyses. While these policies may preserve public depot 
maintenance capabilities, private manufacturing capabilities which may also be critical to the 
preservation of an industrial base capability, are not considered. 

It is believed that depot maintenance requirements will change considerably over the 
years with the advent of new technologies, software intensive systems and complex integration 
requirements. The skills associated with these requirements are normally vested in private 
industry. Many modem weapon systems will .be determined as CORE requirements, sihce they 
relate directly to Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) war fighting capabilities. Extensive investment will 
be required in public depots to strengthen capabilities involving the new technologies including 
software integration. If these investments in public depots are made, the capabilities in the 
defense industq are likely to decline or will have to be maintained though separate sustaining 
engineering contracts, which will increase costs. Accordingly, we believe consideration should 
be given to a concept that considers both the private and public capabilities when determining 
CORE to achieve readiness and sustainability. We believe that depot maintenance is being 
performed in the private sector now on systems whiclh would be CORE requirements if public 
depot capabilities existed. Data supports the observation that the private sector will be equally 
responsive as the public sector to readiness and sustainability requirements under these 
circumstances. What the DoD likely cannot afford is 1:o maintain two capabilities over extended 
periods of time; one for design, development and procluction and a separate capability for depot 
maintenance, which will result in substantial redundant investment. The leveraging of these 
requirements could increase efficiencies while maintaining the necessary capabilities in both the 
public and private sectors at lower costs. A concept (of establishing CORE requirements at the 
Senice level and competing non-CORE requirements between public and private, while 
separately attempting to address industrial base issules, is likely to suboptimize the resulting 
actions. Origrnal Equipment Manufacturers (OEMs) are most often the subject of industrial base 
concerns. Although they have been less price competirive for depot maintenance than companies 
specializing in services, as weapon systems become more complex and computer software 
intensive, it is likely that the demand for OEM skills will also be required in future depot 
maintenance. 

In the FY 1985 Defense Appropriations Act, Congress initially allowed U.S. Navy 
shipyards to compete with private shipyards for the overhaul of vessels.' The concept was 
expanded in the FY 1993 Defense Appropriations Act, which allowed depot level repair of 
aircraft, vehicles and vessels to be competed.' This was followed by provisions in the FY 1994 
Defense Authorization Act, directing DoD to organize a task force to assess depot workload and 
capacity. DoD assigned the review to the Defense Science Board which recommended in its 
April 1994 report that public versus private competition be minimized. Subsequently, the 
Deputy Secretary of Defense endorsed the report and ordered that public versus private 

3 Title II, FY 1985 DoD Appropriations Act, Public Law 98-473. 
4 FY 1993 DoD Appropriations Act, Public Law 102-396. 
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- 
competition be discontinued, since a level playing field for the competition was not achievable in 
the short term. 

The Congress apparently did not accept the Defense Science Board assessment or the 
DoD's position. The FY 1995 Defense Authorization Act included several measures clearly 
intended to protect the public sector. It reaffirmed that the split of' depot maintenance work 
should be 60f40 for the public sector. The committee also commented that public versus public 
and public versus private competition should be continued as an incentive for industry to reduce 
its cost. 

Competition is generally recognized as the best market force t i  obtain innovation and 
efficiency. Marketplace competition has the players acting freely under few regulatory 
restrictioris that are generally common to all in determining the value of products and services. 
The defense marketplace is very different. It is highly regulated, with, accountability emphasized 
over productivity and efficiency. The players do not act freely. In the defense market, for price 
competition to be the vehicle by which the most efficient potential source is determined, the 
competition must be conducted in a manner that provides each qualified potential competitor an 
equal opportunity to win or lose. Among other things, this means that the results must be 
measurable and comparable, with no competitor provided advantages because the procuring 
agency applied differing evaluation standards. Clearly, there are major differences between 
private entities, which must comply with complex regulatory requirements as represented by the 
FederaI Acquisition Regulation and the Cost Accounting Standards, and government depots. A 
commercial company in the defense market is structured to meet the regulatory requirements 
routinely. Where it fails, it is often subject to fines and penalties. Thus, if anythmg, private 
firms in this market have excessive infrastructure to minimize risks. Conversely, public depots 
are extensions of the federal government, not normally subject to the same regulatory 
requirements and similar sanctions for non compliance. That is not to say that public entities can 
operate as they wish. They cannot, in that they are required to comply with administrative 
requirements imposed by DoD, superiors in the chain of command and federal, state and local 
authorities. The public maintenance depots are also structured to comply with the requirements 
applicable to them. However, fiom a business standpoinf there are major differences between 
the public and private sector requirements, especially with respect to the rules associated with 
non compliance. This review will attempt to identify and c5scuss those differences and to 
determine whether the differences can be mitigated through administrative actions by DoD, 
should public versus private competition be reinitiated. 

It has been reported and can be observed that public maintenance depots have adopted 
some private sector business practices. Reduced cycle times, the elimination of non-value added 
processes and project streamlining have been addressed to some extent by nearly all of the depots 
reviewed. These concepts are very important to achieve economies; however, they cannot be 
independent of sound, disciplined and verifiable basic business estimates, accounting and control 
practices. The introduction of improved automated systems offers the potential of significant 
,improvements in depot business management. This potential will be hlly realized only if the 
cultural change to a controlled business environment is achieved. This will require training, 



establishment of effective internal controls and routine monitoring of performance within the 
control processes. 

The observations in this report were not applicable to every depot maintenance activity 
reviewed. The case studies address the depots individually. J'hcre we= significant differen- 

med between depots in estimating and accounting for cosk. The Tobyhanna Army Depot 
%the only depot that approached regulatory compliance and sound business practices that we 
considered comparable to a private h. 

It is also worthy to note that the case studies involved the review of public maintenance 
depot actions related to competitions conducted relatively early in the evolution of the public 
versus private competition program. Most of the public maintenance depots had little-experience 
in compeiing against private firms or each other when these competitions took place or in 
managing performance and costs by contract. We observed significant improvements in business 
practices that were introduced subsequent to the competitions reviewed. 



CONDUCTING PU3LIC VERSUS PRIVATE COMPETITION 

All of the competitions reviewed were conducted on a firm fixed price basis. In most 
cases, the requiring/procuring activity %as separate fiom the depot competing for the work. . 
There was one exception to this, where the public depot internally separated its buyer team &om 
a seller team and served as the procuring activity as well as the off'eror in the competition 

The process by which the selections were conducted were both formal and informal. A 
formal source selection involves the appointment of a Source Selection Authority (ssA),~ and 
establishment of Source Selection Advisory Councils (SSAC) and Source Selection Evaluation 
Boards (SSEBs). The informal process involves a contracting officer who follows the 
command's internal procedures, seeking technical, legal and other assistance as required. The 
contracting officer's actions are often followed by either a board or supervisor review. 

It was evident that each procuring activity attempted to conduct the competitions fairly. 
Contracting officers were sensitive to the potential of criticism that, as government employees, 
they may have a preference to a public offeror, especially one with a history of working closely 
with the procuring activity. Our review of documentation and interviews with personnel led the 
team to conclude that procurement officials and contracting officers did maintain an unbiased 
perspective in the selection process. We believe the perception of bias in the selection process 
was greatest in the single case where a depot was both the procuring and competing activity. 
Although we believe the integrity of the competition and source selection process was 
maintained even in that case, the headquarters command subsequently directed that competitions 
and sources selections could not be conducted by a depot maintenance activity that was also 
competing on the requirement. We believe this change was appropriate. 

The concept of fairness, where each qualified potential competitor is provided an equal 
opportunity to win or lose, conflicts with the following observations that appear to favor public 
offerors: 

In one case, the public offeror was provided advance notice in correspondence 
that a requirement would be competed approximately three months prior to it 
being announced in the Commerce Businzss Daily (CBD), the first public 
notification to industry. This provided the public offeror substantialIy more time 
to prepare its offer than its private competitors. Although the notification was 
clearly not intended to provide competitive advantage, it did allow the depot to 
plan its competitive approach. In this specific case, we do not believe it had any 
impact on the outcome of the competition. 

There was language in several solicitations that could be considered incomplete or 
ambiguous. A review of the offers in me competition indicates that only the 
public offeror knew what was desired. Private offer; did not reflect a similar 
understanding of the requirement. Altho~,:h discussions and best and final offers 



(BAFOs) were conducted, the inconsistencies were not addressed. The 
significance of this problem is likely to be greatest where requirements were 
allocated to depots historically but now they were being competed and the 
statement of work or specification does not thoroughly describe the full 
requirement. This situation was observed where the historical depot prepared the 
statement of work. 

Opportunities were provided for public depots to work on prototypes and trial 
installations prior to and during competitions. Though some of these actions were 
initiated priq to the decision to compete the requirement, nevertheless, it 
provided the depot practical hands-on experience in validating the technical 
specifications and the planned processes. This information affected the proposed 
pricing. Competitors, without similar opportunities, were disadvantaged. 

• Solicitation requirements that allow a depot offeror to charge common costs to 
another project on other than a camal/beneficial relationship violates Federal 
Acquisition Regulation and Cost Accounting Standards and is unfair. Each 
requirement must be evaluated on its own merits bearing full costs. In the case 
observed, private f m s  did not have similar opportunities in that they did not have 
other projects to which common costs could be charged. Even if they had, 
direction to improperly allocate cos:ts would be a violation of regulatory 
requirements. 

The management of a competitive process is very important to achieving both a real and 
perceived sense of fairness. This is especially the case in public versus private competition. 
Working level personnel were very conscious of this issue and handled themselves well, albeit 
that some actions noted above did provide advantages to public offerors. The selections to date 
have essentidly been based on low price among technically acceptable offerors. This selection 
process will become more complex if "best value" c:oncepts ate implemented in future public 
versus private competition. Under "best valuen, any rlumber of factors in addition to price, such 
as past performance, managing subcontractors and quality history are evaluated. In the case of 
public versus private competition with widely disparate methods for collecting historical data, 
the evaluation process will be very difficult and will demand unusual discretion on the part of a 
source selection authority or contracting officer in mslking an award decision. If competition is 
reinstituted, where "best valuen is used, care should to be taken to rationalize the process of 
measuring and comparing factors other than price before it is employed. 



DEPOT ESTIMATING PROCESSES 

A comparison of successfbl depot offers with subsequent perfbrmance indicates that the 
depots substantially underestimated the costs of the maintenance. This is exemplified by the 
following findings: 

At several depots, DCAA repprts disclosed the reliability of the depot cost 
estimates was far below those submitted by most private firms. The estimate and 
the supporting documentation were considered seriously flawed and deemed 
inadequate. M e r ' a  DCAA ieview, one depot nearly doubled its proposed 
overhead cost estimates. In the same case, our review disclosed that the labor 
hours proposed were more than 50% lower than prior experience on identical 
work. The depot contended the estimated hours were based on a Total Quality 
Management review. The only documentation of this review was a few notes and 
papers maintained by one of the employees. The depot won this competition. In 
an effort to compare proposed hours with actual hours on the program, we found 
extensive mischarging. The reliability of recorded costs was suspect A 
comparison of estimates with recorded actuals became meaningless. 

Another depot used an estimating practice in which the depot reduced its 
estimated overhead rates by assuming it would be 100% successfid in acquiring 
new business through future public versus private competitions. The inclusion of 
new work, not included in its DoD budgeted rates, served the purpose of lowering 
overhead cost estimates by spreading the costs over a larger labor hour base. 

The initial offer from another depot was approximately 40% lower than the price 
at which it won the award. Changes to the initial offer were made when data and 
assumptions were questioned by DCAA. The labor hours and indirect expense 
rates proposed were significantly lower than historical experience. The depot is 
currently overmnning the contract in performance. The overmn would have been 
40% higher if the initial depot estimates were accepted. 

We believe the public maintenance depots consistent practice of underestimating costs 
reflects the pressures to win, thus preserving jobs, without real risk of economic loss. 
Management involvement in reviewing estimates varied considerably between depots. In the 
private sector, accountability for estimates that risk future financial loss to the organization is 
normally clearly established. This usually results in greater estimating accuracy. 



COST ESTIMATING, SYSTEMS 

Defense acquisition is performed under a connplex array of laws and regulations. To 
maintain public accountability, numerous oversight mechanisms exist to verifL contractor 
compliance. Non-compliance can have significant impacts on contractors. The result is that 
defense contractors are required to establish and maintiih a business infrastructure, processes and 
practices that achieve compliance. For the purpose of illustration, the chart below includes 
fundamental requirements that private fms  mu$ satis&: 

- 
Refereloce 

Cost Estimating System DFARS 215.81 1-70 

Purchasing Systems FAR Piuts 15 & 44, DFARS Appendix C 

Material Management System DFARS 242.72 

Property Administration FAR Piut 45 
Cost, Schedule and Control System DFARS 234.005-70 

Audit Standards FAR lij-106.2 

Cost Accounting Standards FAR Appendix B, Title 48 CFR 99 

Cost Principles FAR Pixt 3 1, DFARS Part 2 13 

Contract Modifications FAR Piut 43 

These requirements are intended to allow a government contracting officer to evaluate the 
cost type offer of a private firm with confidence that a norm or acceptable system standard is 
being achieved. If, as sometimes occurs, it is subsequently uncovered that a private offeror did 
not follow its approved systems, sanctions may be levied. In order to operate with reasonable 
confidence, contractors establish a business i n f i i c t u r e ,  processes, procedures and 
checkshalances to minimize the risks of non-compliance. As government has considered 
acquisition streamlining, the cost premium associated with DoD regulatory compliance has been 
calculated at between 13% and 50% in various studies with the most recent study indicating the 
regulatory cost premium at 18% of contractor's value added costs.' 

Our review found that public offerors do not meet the same or even similar basic business 
requirements. In every case reviewed, the estimates developed for the public versus private 
competition were developed differently than estima1.e~ for budgets or non-competitive work. 
Historical data was not used for projection purposes, but only periodically as a comparative 
benchmark. In several cases, a new profit center was established and the estimate was made by a 
-- 

5 Coopers & Lybrand and TASC: The DoD Reglllatory Cost Premium: A Quantitative 
Assessment December 1994 
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bottoms-up review of labor hours and other costs associated with the product or product lines. 
Professional judgment  as relied upon extensively. Estimating systems.or processes comparable 
to those required of private f m s  were found only in a single case. The threat that a competitive 
loss could translate into downsizing, closure or lost jobs strongly influenced depot offers. 

These observations are not intended to indicate that the requirements imposed on the 
private sector are essential to achieve reasonable estimates and pricing. Some of the private 
sector requirements add significant costs with questionable benefits. The intent of the 
Acquisition Streamlining Act of 1994 is to reduce non-value added requirements on industry. 
Therefore, we do not believe Bat public maintenance depots need be subject to the same 
requirements as industry. However, whether public versus private competition is reinstituted or 
not, public aepots should have a documented estimating system that is followed consistently. 
Maintenaxice depots clearly do not place much credence in their established standards, since in 
the face of competition these standards were reduced substantially. In performance, the estimates 
used in creating offers are not being achieved but it appears that in each case labor hours will be 
lower than established standards used for budgeting and non competitive business. To the extent 
that standards are used for budgeting and the pricing of non-competitive business, yet are 
decremented substantially for competitive purposes, one can conclude that either the standards 
are overstated or that the motivation to "buy in" is great. Our review indicates both observations 
are true in most cases. 



FINANCLAL ACCOUNTING SYSTEM INTEGRITY 

Public maintenance depot accounting systems should reliably collect and record incurred 
costs. Accurate costing is necessary since usually ithe most reliable indicator of future cost 
performance is prior con history. This is particularly true for maintenance work since it bas not 
been subject to volatile changes in processes, procedures or practices that invalidate past 
techniques and operations. Thus, prior history on identical or similar maintenance efforts should 
be the starting baseline for all depot estimates. 

If depot executives are to 'be held ieiponsible and accountable for performance against 
estirnatedprices, the depot accounting system must produce accurate and reliable cost data. If it 
does not, such performance cannot be properly assessed, and management is not being properly 
held accountable for its actions in estimating and performing work. Our studies disclosed that 
depot cost accounting systems cannot be relied upori to accurately reflect incurred costs on a 
project. There is a proclivity to blame outdated hardviare and complex, patched s o h a r e  for the 
problem. We believe the cause is first and foremost a cultural and procedural problem of proper 
charging and allocating costs. We observed significant labor mischarging that had the effect of 
understating costs on competed contracts. We believe these costing irregularities stem from the 
following observations: 

The depot culture does not emphasize accurate accounting for costs by contract or 
project. Timely deliveries and quality have been emphasized historically. 

Internal controls are not effective. hi internal control system should document 
the accounting system and all relevant policies, procedures and practices that 
pertain to the depot's ability . to record, process and report cost and financial 
information in compliance with regulatory and command requirements. 

Labor charging practices in many cases Iack the basic requirement of individual 
employee involvement. Too often the supervisor or planners control labor 
charging. 

The depots have created, perhaps inadvertently, greater incentives for 
performance to approximate that \which was proposed than the accurate 
accounting for performance. 

Depot project or program employees imd managers often did not understand the 
importance of accurately accounting fo'r costs. Ln many cases, employees justified 
their non-involvement in accounting for cost., indicating the responsibility for ' 

cost integrity is an accounting function. 

At all of the maintenance depots visited, a direct labor hour base was used to allocate 
overhead. Therefore, when labor hours are incorrectly classified, the error is compounded 



because in addition to the related direct labor, applicable overhead is likewise incorrectly costed. 
Our conclusions regarding the unreliability of the accounting records are supported by the 
follouing observations: 

We found that supervisors and lead people in the shops were rnischarging labor on 
a competitively awarded program in order to meet depot imposed standards. 
Once the total standard labor hours were reached, bours were mischarged to other 
work in the shops to avoid ovmunning the standards. The labor was mostly 
mischarged to non competitive projects or to an accompanying cost type line item 
used to reimburse the depot for contract undefined '%over and above" maintenance 
effort. This depot was working-on both the firm fixed price and cost type contract 
line items simultaneously. The contract clearly specified what work was included 
under the separate line items. The depot was expected to differentiate the separate 
requirements. We selected one part which was included on the mandatory 
replacement parts list. Of 171 of these completed parts for the competitive 
program, labor costs on 69 of the parts were mischarged to the cost 
reimbursement line item, thereby inappropriately understating the true cost of the 
firm fixed price contract performance. 

Direct labor hours of assigned employees were automatically programmed to be 
charged to the competed work unless the hours were modified by the supervisor 
because of employee reassignment to other work. This modification of an 
employee's time requires an entry to the computer system. During our study of 
the labor charging, we observed that production employee hours on a 
competitively awarded program had been reclassified fiom direct to indirect costs. 
The effect of this reclassification was that the employees' labor hours were no 
longer automatically direct charged to the competitive program. We observed 
employees working on the program, but their time was being charged as indirect 
costs. We discussed the reclassification with depot supervisors who informed us 
the reclassification was made because the labor costs on the competitive program 
were too high as a result of automatic labor charging not being properly 
monitored. We subsequently found that the.  reclassified direct production 
employees were commingled with 17 indirect employees. We were told that the 
direct employees hours would be reclassified to the direct programs on which they 
were working. Further, we were assured that all hours for these direct employees 
would be removed from the indirect cost center at month-end. However, our 
check of the month-end labor report after the rt:classification indicated this was 
not the case. The tabor hours of about 10 of the direct employees remained in the 
production indirect cost center. Since the cost of the indirect cost center is 
allocated to all work, most of the labor and related overhead of these production 
employees, who were physically assigned to and working on the competitive 
program, were inconectly charged to the depot's noncompetitive maintenance 

, work. 



Substantial direct labor hours were charged to an indirect training account, thus 
understating the project cost. In addition, we found that non-project organizations 
which provided direct benefit to the project were not charging hours to the project. 
In this case, indirect costs were allocated based on an administrative table, which 
was not current and did not reflect the e:uisting program organization. 

At another public maintenance depot, it was clear that in establishing a cost center 
for a competition both direct labor and indirect costs were estimated aggressively 
vis-a-vis past history. In attempting to review actual performance, cost collection 
program problems precluded the evduation of direct program vs. over and above 
costs. Clearly, the depot had a responsibility to demonstrate proper charging of 
costs, which it was unable to do. 

Effective internal controls are in operation within private industry to prevent mischarging 
from occurring on government contracts. Manipulations to hide cost overmns or to meet budgets 
should not be tolerated. The resultant distorted cost experience, if used to estimate hture work, 
adds to the severity of the previously addressed problems of properly recording costs. 

The accounting systems at each of the Services. depots are difficult for personnel involved 
in project or program management to understand and use. The systems have many patches added 
over the years to satisfy new requirements including those resulting from competition, Defense 
Business Operations Fund (DBOF) changes and other requirements. Program personnel place 
great reliance on those in the accounting function for evaluation and interpretation of data 
While several new projects such as PDMSS are being tested at individuaI depots, which will 
provide more current hardware and software to address system cost issues, improvement will 
only take place if the employees are trained in the basic concepts of accounting for costs, internal 
controls are established or strengthened and systems are documented. Though the absence of 
modem system tools can pose problems; the most state of the art systems will not be effective if 
controls are not designed and implemented. 

Private firms in the defense industry are reqiied to operate and report under guidelines 
consistent with general accepted accounting princi:ples (GAAP), as are non defense firms. 
Compliance is reviewed by independent auditors. I:n addition, defense finxu with significant 
government business are also required to comply witti the 19 Cost Accounting Standards (CAS), 
which regulate the treatment of costs incurred in performing defense contracts. Private defense 
firms are also required to provide their procedures and practices in a Cost Accounting Disclosure 
Statement, which is reviewed by the Defense Contract Audit Agency (DCAA) and approved by 
the cognizant DoD Admhistrative Contracting Officer (ACO). Changes to disclosed practices 
must also be reviewed and are accompanied by a cost impact statement. 

Public depots are required to comply with the DoD Accounting Manual, DoD Instruction 
7220.9M. The manual requires procedures and practices conceptually similar to CAS, with 
several exceptions. Unlike the case where private f m s  are reviewed by independent auditors 
with regard to compliance with GAAP and DCAA with regard to CAS and other regulatory 
requirements, we are not aware of similar maintenance depot reviews. We found the depots 
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generally do not comply with CAS as implemented in the DoD Accounting Manual, at least at 
the program or project levels. We found a wide inconsistency in estimating and accounting for 
costs within depots, depending upon whether the project was competitive or non-competitive. 

The most common thread between maintenance depots was the action to establish a 
separate organization, s new cost center for major competitive projects. This was done to reduce 
costs allocated to the project, because the use of existing standards or administrative procedures 
for the same or similar non-competitive work would reduce their competitiveness. Where the 
new cost centers were 'established, our review indicates in every case that other programs were 
subsidizing the newly created cost centers, thus understating the competitive price and cost of 
performance while overstating the cost of other depot work. In our opinion, this distortion was 
si@cant on those projects reviewed. 

While private firms also periodically establish new or separate cost centers for projects or 
contracts, ofien to reduce indirect costs, the separate cost centers must continue to receive 
allocated costs on a causaVbenefica1 relationship and are reviewed closely by the government. In 
many cases the separate cost centers are "off-site" and can be clearly separated from the existing 
cost centers. It is unusual for a private firm to create a separate cost center for a contract nithin 
their primary production facility. Generally, there is no benefit to be derived since the program 
will require allocation of costs on a causal or beneficial basis consistent with the approved 
accounting system. 

We believe the practice of creating separate cost centers for competitive contracts or 
projects creates some of the accounting and internal control problems. If substantive efficiencies 
can be created, they should be employed on the non-competitive work as well. The creation of a 
separate cost center for a project or contract tends to result in administrative changes vice 
production efficiencies that will be sustained. 



INTERNAL CONTROLS AND1 AUDIT SCRUTINY 

For the purpose of this report, internal control:; are the processes by which management 
establishes reasonable assurance that the following objectives are achieved: 

effective and efficient operations within control parameters; 
• compliance with regulatory and command requirements; 

reliability of production and financial reporting; and 
routine on-going self assessments. 

Our study focused on those internal controls required to obtain accurate accounting 
informatidn and reliable cost and pricing data. The substantive estimating and costing problems 
previously commented upon in our report stem fiom the fact that depots do not have adequate 
internal controls and oversight reviews. These internal control deficiencies and inadequate 
oversight reviews impact not only the accuracy and reliability of the accounting records, but also, 
where such recorded costs are used to propose or budget future efforts, the accuracy and 
reliability of future estimates, competitive or non competitive. The absence of effective internal 
controls over job order costing has evolved because de:pots have traditionally emphasized quality 
products and project schedules. Job order costing was of secondary importance and not 
considered a critical mission requirement. Thus, it has not received the attention it would have if 
the management of cost were an integral part of the depot mission with estimating and costing 
integrity appropriately emphasized. 

The maintenance depot environment is subm~tively different than that within the private 
sector. Within the private sector, effective internal coritrols have evolved partly because they are 
needed to survive financially and partly because the govemment, through regulation and 
oversight, has insisted on sound controls over government contract costing practices. Therefore, 
within industry significant effort is devoted to dt:veloping and refining internal controls, 
continuously monitoring them through internal and e:xternal audit staffs, and modifying them 
based on audit feedback. In addition, the need for !sound controls was accentuated due to the 
government's emphasis on fraud prevention and prosecution of "white collar" crime. Criminal 
investigations and prosecutions are costly and are irreparably h a r d  to the corporate image. 
Therefore, industry is sensitive to the need to prevent practices that cause inaccurate costing and 
that might be perceived as fraudulent. There are significant costs associated with government 
mandated internal controls. Some will argue the requirements are excessive and that, if 
contractors were provided greater discretion, more efficient and effective controls could be 
established and maintained at lower costs to tht: government. Nevertheless, regulatory 
requirements remain prescribed. 

In contrast to industry, internal controls relative to cost performance at the contract and 
project level at the depots were found to be non-existent or very weak, exemplified by the 
following: 



We obsened numerous examples where employees did not certify their time 
charges and were uninformed as to how management w a s  charging their time to 
jobs. The absence of employee attestation of time charges and their lack of 
knowledge as to how their time was charged represents a serious internal control 
weakness. The likelihood of managerial or supervisory time manipulations are 
substantially reduced when there is employee involvement in the timekeeping, 
because the risk of such manipulations being exposed and detected are increased. 

. At one depot an administrative table is in operation to define what indirect cost 
centers will be charged to which contracts. We found that changes were made to 
the table without management knowledge or approval. The table is controlled 
informally. There did not app& to be any management oversight as to when 

, changes should be effected. Observed instances of failure to charge competitive 
contracts with their applicable indirect expenses often resulted because of 
erroneous instructions specified in the administrative table. 

During our interviews with project managers and examination of contract cost 
data, we noted that depot managers often neither request nor receive accurate 
program cost information. Information related to scheduling and quaIity is 
pIentiful, but job order cost control is not considered a high priority. This 
represents a serious internal control problem since poor visibility and inattention 
to cost performance hinders prompt identification of "out of pattern" cost trends 
which may necessitate timely management corrective action. 

We also found instances where there were no written procedures or oversight 
reviews controlling cost transfers between and among projects. At one depof we 
noted supervisors were able to transfer labor charges four weeks after the original 
labor entry. There were no formal procedures governing cost transfen or any 
approval process to prevent improper cost transfers. We observed one cost 
transfer wherein substantive hours charged to a competitive program were 
transferred to other work three weeks after the original entry with no 
documentation approving the transaction. 

Effective oversight reviews over internal controls and contract costing practices are also 
critically important. Internal controls can often be circumvented or just ignored. Therefore, 
periodic reviews are needed to test adherence and provide feedback ,when compliance failures are 
encountered. Early detection is needed so that prompt corrective actions can be instituted to 
ensure costs are correctly charged to contracts. As was the case with intemal controls, depots 
compare unfavorably with industry in the breadth and depth of oversight reviews. 

Typically, large government contractors are subjected to numerous audits to identify and 
correct internal control weaknesses. This includes their own internal audit staffs as well as 
government auditors and independent firms that are resporlsible for reviewing accountkig 
systems, compliance with government regulations, accounting standards and intemal control:;.: 
Maintenance depots receive significantly less audit scrutiny. The internal audit staffs of the 
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depots we visited were very small, providing little benefit in reviewing the proper estimating, 
charging or allocation of costs. The DoD internal audit agencies provide an external audit 
function; however, we could find no evidence of any tests or reviews by them aimed at 
determining and veri6ing the accuracy of costs charged to contracts on an on-going basis. An 
audit agency was reviewing a service program while wc were at a depot, the scope and results of 
which were not provided. DCAA audits appear to be limited to pre-award reviews of proposals. 
Therefore, the depots have not been subject to the same degree of audit scrutiny as their private 
industry competitors. We do not suggest that depots should be subjected to comparable levels of 
review as industry. However, periodic substantive audits focusing on the effectiveness of 
internal controls would be usefbl. 

Internal controls and audits are common to all private firms. If performed correctly, they 
can be accomplished by relatively small staffs, using statistical techniques. They provide 
management critical inputs as to whether functional performance is within ranges of 
acceptability. The internal control function should not be organized as an adversarial review but 
solely as an independent group that provides essential feedback to adjust and improve internal 
processes. 



COST ACCOUNTING STANDARDS 
AND THE DOD ACCOUNTING MANUAL 

A thorough review of DoD Instruction 7220.9 M indicates the Accounting Manual 
guidance is generally consistent with Cost Accounting Standards. The primary chapters dealing 
with CAS are Chapter 71 (Cost Identification) and Chapter 76 (Special Cost Accounting and 
Reporting Requirements for Depot Maintenance). The coverage of the Cost Accounting 
Standards in the DoD Accounting Manual are provided in the following table: 

Chart n 

I Standard -1 1 401 Consistency in estimating, accumulating and reporting costs 71,761 

1 402 Consistency in allocating costs incurred for the same purpose 7 1 ~  
403 Allocation of home office expense to segments 
404 Capitalization of tangible assets 

1 405 Accounting for unallowable costs 711 
1 406 Cost accounting period 7 1 1  
1 407 Use of standard costs for direct material and direct labor 71,761 

1 408- Accounting for costs of compensated p o n d  absences 26,43,63 1 
1 409 Depreciation of tangible capital assets 26,3 1,36,761 

I 4 10 Allocation of organizational unit G&A expense to final cost 
objectives 

1 41 1 Accounting for acquisition costs of material 34,7 1,761 
1 4 12 Composition and measurement of pension costs 26,43,47,63 1 
1 413 Adjustment and allocation of pension costs 26,43,47,63 1 
1 414 Cost of money as an element of the cost of facilities capital 4 1 415 Accounting for the cost of deferred compensation 4 1 4 16 Accounting for insurance costs I 

I 417 Cost of money as an element of the cost of capital assets under 
construction 

1 4 18 Allocation of direct and indirect costs 71,761 

420 Accounting for IR&D and bid & proposal costs 
Page 71-19 of the manual states "the United States Government is a self-insuring 

entity. Consequently, the Cost Accoru ing Standard, Part 416 is not applicable." 



It is clear, especially in Chapter 76, Special Cost Accounting and Reporting 
Requirements for Depot Maintenance, that substantial efforts were made in the DoD Accounting 
Manual to require the depots to account for and reporl costs consistent with requirements of the 
Cost Accounting Standards. We noted several areas where the DoD Accounting Manual 
differed, the major ones as follows: 

The instructions in 76-0, Indirect Costs, generally mirror CAS requirements in 
CAS 410 and CAS 418. However, the instructions would be very difficult to 
interpret and implement without a thorough understanding of the applicable 
standards. 

The procedures in 76-0-7, Overhead. Rate Variance requires that estimated 
overhead rates be applied during the y t z .  The applied overhead account is then 
used to record over I under absorbed overhead. The instructions also state that a 
new applied overhead rate should be developed to absorb variances in future 
periods. This is not in compliance with CAS 406 which requires that variances be 
charged or credited to jobs worked during the year or the cost accounting period. 

The policies in 76-P-9 are not in compliance with CAS 418 which requires 
allocation of costs to objectives in reasonable proportion to the beneficial or 
causal relationships. This section on modification labor provides guidance that 
direct labor will be charged as modifications only when it is peculiar to the 
modification process. In other words, where modifications and overhead work is 
performed concurrently or share comnon efforts, depots are directed to charge 
labor costs to overhead and not to prorate the costs between overhead and 
modification. 

Sections 76-P-15 and 16 provide direction that the cost of "normal" rework to 
correct defects and spoilage is charged direct. However, "abnormal " efforts 
expended to correct work, defects, sipoilage, etc., should be charged to G&A 
because they "... do not add value to the work performed but are necessary to 
bring the work up to stated specifications." CAS 402 and 418 require that the 
entire cost of rework be accounted for on a consistent basis. 

It is not clear in Chapter 26 what constitutes a home office for a depot. Additional 
guidance is required for depots or headquarters organizations to reasonably 
capture home office expenses. 

The specific differences between the DoD A.ccounting Manual and CAS are relatively 
minor. However, since the guidance is diffused among various chapters in the Manual and is 
often conceptual in nature, we believe depot persorunel without CAS experience would have a 
difficult time in understanding the requirements. The! Manual presumes extensive understanding 
and familiarity with the Cost Accounting Standards ((2. .S), which the depot case studies indicate 
does not exist. Though the Accounting Manual approximates the CAS requirements, execution 
at the depots departs substantially from the Manual arid o r  course, CAS. 
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A brief discussion of several CAS requirements provides perspective on the level of CAS 
compliance in public depots: 

CAS 401 - Consistency in Estimating, AccumuIating and Reporting 

The fundamental requirement of CAS 401 is that a contractor's practices used in 
estimating cost and pricing a proposal shall be consistent with its cost accounting practices and 
reporting of costs. 

We.found that several government depots decided it was necessary to establish separate 
cost centers in order to compete with private industry. These separate cost centers were 
established in an effort to achieve reductions in the areas of direct labor, overhead associated 
with direct labor and general and administrative expenses. In most cases, we found this practice 
was an estimating technique to reduce the total proposed costs on the proposal in question. The 
same or similar work was also being performed in other cost centers using different estimating 
techniques and accounting which violates this standard. 

Generally, the segregation of tbe proposed effort applicable to competitive awards was 
not followed by establishing a system of equitable cost allocations. 

CAS 402 - Consistency in Allocating Costs Incurred for tbe Same Purpose 

l%e purpose of this standard is to require that each type of cost is allocated only once and 
only on one basis to any contract or other cost objective. The criteria for determining the 
allocation of costs to a product, contract or other cost objective should be the same for similar 
objectives. 

This represents an area where each of the government depots that we visited had 
deficiencies. In their attempts to reduce the total amount proposed on competitive proposals, the 
depots would often allocate costs on a different basis than they would for the balance of the 
depot work. Consequently, we found different methods of allocating costs incurred for similar 
objectives. For example, one depot allocated costs associated with the maintenance of 
machinery based on square footage except for the competitive cost center, where a separate rate 
was established and applied on a use basis. In all likelihood, this results in the competitive job 
receiving a much smaller allocation for l i e  services applicable to similar objectives. 

CAS 403 - Allocation of Home Office Expenses to Segments 

The purpose of this standard is to establish criteria for allocation of the expenses of a 
home office to the segments of the orgsr.lizations based on benefits or causal relationships 
between such expenses and the receiving sepents.  



Admittedly, complying with this standard is di~Kcult for government depots. This stems 
fiom the fact that government headquartsrs organizations are not accustomed to charge depots 
directly based on a causal relationship. Nevertheless, private industry must comply with this 
standard. We found that each depot received an allocation of headquarters costs with two 
exceptions. While we did not perform a specific review of these costs, it is apparent that the 
amount allocated represents only a portion of that which we believe should be allocated. In 
several cases, the amounts were nominal. 

This standard also applies to the allocation of base support costs. The requirement is that' 
a measurable allocation base be used. For example, at a depot we found fire protection allocated 
based on square footage, which is appropriate,'while olther support costs were negotiated without 
any measurable base, which would not be compliant. 

CAS 405 - Accounting for Uinallowable Costs 

This standard establishes guidelines for ide:ntifying costs specifically described as 
unallowable in the FAR. 

It is recognized that government maintenance depots are not faced with all of the cost 
elements that are identified as specifically unallowalble in the FAR, e.g., bad debt expenses. 
However, we know that government depots incur costs that would be unallowable to a private 
h, such as organization costs. 

Based on our reviews, these types of expenses are not currently identified or captured as 
unallowable costs. This is clearly a standard that m n o t  be readily applied to a depot in that, if 
the depot incurs costs they are reimbursed through one appropriation or another. 

CAS 410 - Allocation of Business Unit General and Administration Expenses 
to Final Cost Objectives 

These expenses represent the cost of managem.ent and administration of the business unit 
as a whole. The standard requires that the G&A pml of expenses be allocated to final cost 
objectives by means of a cost input base representing the total activity of the business unit. 

The government maintenance depots that we visited used direct labor hours as a base for 
allocating business unit G&A. Consequently, the depots are not using a cost input base as 
prescribed by the standard. Direct labor hours may not produce equitable results. 



CAS 418 - Allocation of Direct and Indirect Costs 

The purpose of this Cost Accounting Standard is (a) to provide for consistent 
determination of direct and indirect costs, (b) to provide criteria for the accumulation of indirect 
costs, including service center and overhead costs, in indirect cost pools, and (c) to provide 
guidance relating to the selection of allocation measures based on the beneficial or causal 
relationship between an indirect cost pool and cost objectives. 

This standard requires that a business unit shall have a written natrmeit of accounting 
policies and practices for classifying costs as direct or indirect which shall be consistently 
applied. 

~ & e d  on our review, depots do not have formal policies and procedures for classifying 
costs as either direct or indirect except in the area of labor. This is understandable since military 
organizations generally do not have a need to classifl costs as direct or indirect. However, for 
comparability purposes in public versus private competitions, this criteria is extremely important. 

To compensate for the lack of formal policies and procedures with respect to direct and 
indirect costs, the depots used informal estimating techniques to classify costs. Generally, these 
techniques were developed based on what the depots believed would be required to pass reviews 
by DCAA, In many cases, the estimating techniques were updated based on DCAA comments 
and recommendations included in the audit reports. While this may satisfy a single requirement, 
it does not provide a sound base for managing on-going operations. 

The above Cost Accounting Standards are cited as examples of the problems observed at 
the depots. Similar problems were observed in complying with the other standards. Many of 
these are correctable in conjunction with establishing effective internal controls. The importance 
of compIiance for public maintenance depots is that widely accepted standards of good cost 
accounting practices would be achieved. 



THE COST C0MPARABIL:ITY HANDBOOK 

The purpose of the Cost Comparability Handlmok (CCK) is to standardize procedures 
among public maintenance depots and to ensure that categories of costs, which may not be 
uniformly applicable to competitors in public vs. private competition, are addressed to level the 
playing field. It represents a comprehensive attempt to ensure that costs borne by private fums 
but not by public depots are imputed in public depots cost estimates. The policies and 
procedures established in the Manual are sound. It is comprehensive with the following 
exceptions: 

There is not cost comparability between the maintenance depots and private 
industry in the treatment of the cost of employee post retirement health benefits. 
The Financial Accounting Standards Board (FASB) imposed on private industry a 
requirement that costs of such benefits lbe estimated and accrued as earned by the 
employees. Prior to this pronouncement such costs were traditionally expensed as 
incurred. The FASB required that this Ix implemented for all fiscal years starting 
after December 15, 1992. This new requirement has significantly increased the 
health benefit costs annually expensed against current year operations. The 
government does not recognize or accrue for these future year costs as does 
private industry. Depots are also not required to adjust their proposals to include 
this substantive expense. Therefore, they enjoy an unfair advantage in the 
accounting treatment accorded this particular expense by the government. 

The CCH allows public maintenance depots to provide estimates of costs at the 
time of proposal submission, indicating that rates may be independent of those 
established for budgetary p-ses. !Similar flexibility would not be allowed 
private f m s  if they were proposing on a contract under which they would recover 
costs. Rather, the private firm would rlormally be required to use historical data 
with adjustments to that track record documented and defended. This discourages 
buy-ins, while providing a disciplined approach to estimating future costs. We 
believe the public depots should have simjlar requirements. It would discourage 
understating costs for competitive procurements, where full recovery of incurred 
costs would be achieved. It would build into the'estirnating process a discipline 
that would be beneficial in establishing "cost realism." 

The CCH states that depots must adhere to the CAS standards contained in the 
DoD 7220.9 M, the DoD Accounting Illanual. As previously mentioned, these 
are not the same standards as imposed on the private sector. The CCH, in most 
cases where there are substantive differences between the two sets of standards, 
will provide for special cost adjustments to compensate for the differences. The 
CCH does not, however, contain adjustment provisions for differences dealing 
with CAS standards 404 and 409 whiclh are imposed on the private sector but not 
on the depots. CAS 404 deals with the dollar level at which assets must be 



capitalized, and CAS 409 prescribes how capitalized assets should be depreciated. 
The requirements of each are significantly different fiom the capitalization and 
depreciation policies in force within the DoD. Starting January 1, 1994, uithin 
DoD, an asset must exceed $25,000 before it is capitalized. Within industry, the 
CAS 404 requirement for capitalization is $1,500. As a consequence, depots will 
expense more equipment purchases than will their private competitors. Effective 
October 1, 1991 the DoD substantially reduced the useful life categories of its 
assets resulting in a faster write off of the assets. In private industry, CAS 409 
mandates that assets be depreciated over their estimated use l l  lives. This results, 
in most cases, in assets being written off over a significantly longer period than 
that prescribed by DOD. Thus; private sector depreciation on like assets will be 
lower and spread over a longer period. Convmely, at depots, comparable 
depreciation will be higher and expensed over a shorter period. The DoD 
depreciation policy applies only to assets acquired after October 1, 1991. Assets 
acquired prior to that date are being depreciated over periods reasonably 
comparable to the private sector. As time passes and more and more depot assets 
fall under the new DoD capitalization and depreciation guidelines, differences in 
expense recognition will become more pronounwd. Therefore, the CCH should 
be modified to provide special cost adjustments for these depreciation differences. 

In the private sector, contractors meeting Cost Accounting Standards Board 
(CASB) prescribed dollar thresholds must file disclosure statements detailing their 
accounting practices. They are also required, when they change these practices, to 
submit cost impact statements identifying the change's impact on government 
contracts. This requirement was imposed to preclude accounting changes for the 
purpose of avoiding contract losses or effecting paper "windfall" profits. We do 
not believe it is necessary to impose similar disclosure requirements on depots. 
However, based on obsesved "creative accounting" cost adjustments and observed 
accounting misclassifications, the CCH should place restrictions or otherwise 
inhibit depot accounting changes that impact future recorded costs on contracts. 
Failure to do so, in our opinion, could encourage depots to effect changes to mask 
significant cost ovemms. .If accounting changes are needed and they serve an 
authentic purpose, the depots should be required, as is private industry, to effect a 
price adjustment if the change will result in less costs being recorded to the 
competed contract. 

As we found with the Accounting Manual, implementation of the Handbook has been far 
fiom uniform among the maintenance depots. One problem is that the base data used to compute 
cost adjustments were not reliable. Another problem is that a mechanism was not established to 
validate the data used. The CCH adjustments in most case studies were not compliant with the 
policy guidance. They ranged fiom procuring activities waiving the requirement to specific 
adjustments not being calculated at all in the absence of data. 

s# The large differences in pricing between public maintenance depots and private firms 
observed in most of the case studies made the cost comparabi.lity adjustments irrelevant to the 
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source selection decisions. However, in one case where pricing was very close, the failure of one 
procuring activity to apply cost comparability adjustments required. by the CCH probably 
affected the outcome. 



The practice of competing public maintenance depots against private firms and the 
selection of a winner based on proposed prices is not fair to the private firms. The risks are 
different and the rules are somewhat disparate. Compliance with regulatory requirements or 
sound business practices is not established at the public maintenance depots. In each case 
reviewed, firm fixed prjces were requested an4 proposed for the basic contract requirement. A 
firm fixed price is intended to place the risk of performance on the offeror. Private finns 
submitted fm fixed prices and if awarded contracts, are held accountable for performance with 
the government obligated to pay &e contract drice only, whatever the cost of performance. The 
offers of public maintenance depots, while represented as finn fixed prices, are analogous to cost 
type offers in that all wm of performance will be borne by the government, through one 
appropriation or another. Private firms must consider business risk in submitting offers. Public 
maintenance depots recognize the absence of risk, with their offers reflecting a strong tendency 
to underestimate costs. This would result in losses to a private film. Public maintenance depots 
recover these costs. While many actions can be taken to improve public depot accountability and 
to achieve a more level playing field, the inherent differences between private finns and public 
depots preclude achieving complete fairness and a level playing field. 

Private firms are held responsible for compliance with an extensive number of statutes 
and regulations intended to achieve accountability in perfbrming government contracts. 
Non-compliance can result in significant sanctions and penalties. In order to achieve 
compliance, private firms have established a sizable inhstructure and numerous internal 
controls. Audits and reviews are performed routinely, both by independent public auditors as 
well as the Defense Contract Audit Agency. Public maintenance depots are also required to 
wmply with extensive regulatory requirements. The composite guidance provided to public 
depots approaches that which is required of private firms through the DoD Accounting Manual, 
the Cost Comparability Handbook, higher headquarters and command directives. However, a 
major difference exists. Public maintenance depots have little risk associated with 
non-compliance. The potential of management or administrative sanctions has not generally 
been effective in creating a culture for disciplined management of costs, in compliance with their 
regulations. Improved training, management tools, and the creation of effective internal controls 
are essential first steps in changing thc culture. 

On the basis of the case studies and our review of policies, procedures and practices 
applicable to public versus privatc competition, public depot pricing related to contracts is not 
reliable. The incentive structure motivates public depots to price optimistically or as they believe 
necessary to win the contracts. Contract wsts are not charged or reported accurately. As a 
result, the competitions do not necessarily result in award to the most efficient producers. It is 
appropriate to note however, that a wide disparity between public depots was observed with one 
public maintenance depot achieving a much higher degree of compliance with sound business 
practices than others. 



We do not believe that the same regulatory re:quirements that are imposed on private 
firms are required for public maintenance depots to aclhieve relative fairness. Private firms are 
over regulated, where efficiency is impacted by a clear ;government preference for accountability 
and uniformity. We believe many private f m s  could achieve equal levels of accountability with 
lower costs through regulatory reform. However, fiom a contract performance standpoint, public 
depots need to train their personnel and eskblish basic processes and practices to properly 
estimate and record costs, with internal controls reemphasized. This would allow depot 
management to address the real costs of performance in a timely way. This is important, whether 
public versus private competition is reinstituted or not. 

Some may argue that the -process of 'pitting Service maintenance depots against their 
suppliers in public versus private competition is divisive. It surely can be but we suggest that it 
probably is no more so than private firms who compete against, team with, or serve as 
subcontractors to each other on different programs. We believe this argument becomes 
minimized as a greater degree of fairness is achieved. 

Tbe problems observed during public versus private competitions are not generally those 
of inadequate planning or policy. While the inherent differences relating to risk cannot be fully 
overcome, we believe that improved business disciplir~e at public depots will improve fairness 
and can be achieved at minimal cost, making them more comparable to private f m s .  Without 
these improvements, it will be very difficult, if not im~possible, to determine whether a private 
finn or a public depot is the most efficient producer on :my requirement. 



RECOMMENDATIONS, 

These recommendations combine those that should be addressed if public versus private 
competition for depot maintenance is reinstituted as well as thox that would strengthen public 
depot capabilities to properly estimate and account for costs in performance on any contract or 
project. 

Policy 

Consideration should be given to industrial base requirements when determining 
sources of depot repair through processes such as CORE, competition or service i 
allocations. If decisions on the industrial base and CORE depot requirements are 
separated, multiple duplicative investments to preserve capabilities for different 
purposes are likely to occur. 

Program Management 

Currently program or project personnel appear so have little understanding or 
contact with the estimating and costing processes. They are very reliant on -,. 
accounting functional ~onsid;ration should be given to the creation of 
project support teams to include financial and accounting personnel, co-located 
and interdependent. The alternative is training for program or project personnel in 
accounting processes. 

Procurement Planning 

Procuring activities and headquarters commands should carefully ensure that 
' public and private offeron receive notification of requirements at the same time. 1 

The practice of providing draft solicitations for comment, consistent with the 
Federal Acquisition Regulation, would tend to equalize notification and 
opportunities for competitors. 

Prior to W e r  public versus private or public vs. public competition, a pre-award '.' 

survey should be conducted on public maintenance depots to determine whether 
systems are in place to properly estimate and account for costs. 

A cost realism analysis should be performed by contracting officers on all depot ; 

proposals in line for awards, since these offers are analogous to cost type 
proposals. At a minimum, major elements of proposed costs should be compared 
to recorded actuals. 



Cost Estimnti.ng 

Public maintenance depots should be required to document their cost estimating 
systems. These systems should be revicwed and tested to ensure that, if followed, 
all applicable costs are captured and accumulated. The estimating system should '-' 
be followed when estimating all busine:ss, competitive or non-competitive. 

A policy should be considered that would require public maintenance depots to 
use existing standards as the basis for initial pricing estimates. Deviations hrn -; 
the standards could be proposed but slnould be specifically justified. We do not 
believe it is good business to selectively decrement standards for competitive 
programs without thoroughly documenting the basis for the decrements. 

Separate direct and indirect rates were observed being used for competitive, 
non-competitive and budget purposes. We believe base rates should be developed 
that are applicable to all relevant work. A policy requiring this discipline would 

' 

tend to motivate the creation of permanent improvements and discourage 
establishment of  multiple, unique cost centers for competitive programs only. 

Accountability at public maintenance depots may be increased by requiring senior . i 
management to sign offers, creating specific personal accountability for 
estimating and program execution, in the absence of a profit motive. 

Financial Accounting System Integrity 

Provide a training course to key depot personnel on the proper treatment of costs 
and their allocation consistent with Cost Accounting Standards and the DoD L, 

Accounting Manual. 

Document depot procedures for the c'lassification and allocation of indirect costs, 
requiring that accountability for changes be established at senior management 
levels. 

In the long term, the DoD Accounting Manual should be made more user friendly ,,., 

by clearly explaining CAS related req,uirements and consolidating cost accounting 
guidelines in a single ciapter. 

Depot Internal (Controls 

A model internal control system should be developed for maintenance depots that 
addresses policies, procedures, and practices to reduce business, financial and i 5  
accounting risks anti achieve regulatory compliance. 

. J A model internal control system should be provided to each depot and specifically . 
tailored to the unique policies and processes of the individual depots. 

3 1 



Internal controls staffs should be established at each maintenance depot to , 
perlorm periodic reviews of timekeeping, estimating, con charging and cost ' 
allocation practices to evaluate the effectiveness of the internal controls. 

Audit procedures should be for the use of internal control staffs and :.: 
training provided in 

An internal control staff should be provided training to test and audit compliance 
with internal control procedures. 

cost Compnribility Handbook 

The CCH should be modified to include comparability cost adjustments for 
differences between private firms and public depou in accruing and expensing 

- 
I ,  

retiree health benefits. 

Adjustments should be made to the CCH guidance to equalizc depreciation and .. 

asset capitalization practices between the public anti private sectors. ' - \  

The CCH should preclude public maintenance depots from making accounting 
, I -  , , 

changes during performance of contracts without documenting the cost impact to 
the contract and obtaining written approval horn the contracting officer. 

The CCH should require that public maintenance depot estimates be based on , 
depot direct and indirect rates established for budget pwposes with proposed 
adjustments documented. 

,; "' 
Training in executing comparability adjustments should be provided to 
appropriate depot and procuring activity personnel, if public vs private 
competition is reinstituted. 
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EXECUTIVE SUIMMARY 
RT-1241524A RECEIVERS-TRANSMITTER 

CASE STUDY 

RFP DAAB07-91-R-G514- was issued in June 1991 by the U.S. Army 
Communications-Electronics Command (CECOM) to approximately fifty finns and Tobyhama 
Army Depot (TOAD) for the FY92-FY95 RT-52415214A receiver-transmitter overhaul program. 
TOAD was the Axmy's exclusive repair depot for the RT-524 with over twenty five years of 
experience overhauling the system. TOAD would retain a core RT-524 workload regardless of 
the outcome of the competition. Fixed Prices, including material, were required for the repair of 
1,000 units per year with an option for an additional '700 units per year. Award would be made 
to the lowest priced, technically acceptable offer adjusted for transportation cost differentials. 
TOAD and four private firms submitted cost and tec:hnical proposals in July 1991. The depot 
was the second low offeror in the initial proposals. A best and final offer (BAFO) was requested 
in which TOAD displaced the private sector low offer by a margin less than 2%. 

CECOM announced the award to TOAD in September 1991 at a total evaluated price of 
$1 5.2M for the four year effort. In making its selection, CECOM chose to waive the use of cost 
comparability factors for this solicitation, stating that there was not enough time to validate the 
factors. CECOM did sign a cost comparability certificate on 21 September 1991 stating that 
comparable estimates of all direct and indirect costs lhad been received and evaluated. We did 
not attempt to determine what the adjustments would have been had cost comparability not been 
waived. ' 

The RT-524 agreement was successfully performed by TOAD in FY 1992 and FY 1993 at 
minimum quantities or higher. FY 1 994 quantities were reduced below the contract minimum in 
recognition of the Amy's transition to a new radio, the Single Channel Ground and Airborne 
Radio System (SINCGARS). The FYI995 option was not to be exercised. In addition, only 
three core or non-contract radios were apparently repaired from FY 1992 through FY 1994; 
therefore, we could not compare incurred costs for ,the contract and non-contract radios. We 
were subsequently advised by CECOM that hundreds of RT-524 radios were repaired at TOAD 
during FY 1992 - FY 1994 as a part of the VRC-46 configuration and the VRC- 12 family. Even 
though the competitive price offered savings of ktween $500-900/unit, neither TOAD nor 
CECOM tried to apply the processes or the ]prices proposed in the competition to 
non-competitive units. From the depot's point of view, the competition was a separate event 
from its assigned business with the embedded units differing from those subject to competition. 

i The RT-524 proposal was submitted on July 22, 1991. At the time when the proposal for the RT-524 was 
submitted, the U.S. Army Depot Systems Command (DESCOM) and the Army Material Command (AMC) did not 
allocate cost applicable to their operation to TOAD. Since T0.4D used its actual rate to project indirect costs, an 
amount for home office (DESCOM & AMC) was not reflected in the estimated indirect cost rates for the RT-524 
cost proposal. 



The net operating result (NOR), which represents the difference between revenues an& 
costs, reported by TOAD for the RT-524 agreement averaged a plus five percent per year. 
However, we believe the depot's NOR is overstated based on the depot's recording of forward 
pricing rates in its accounts which were never adjusted for actual indirect costs incurred. 

Material cost estimating for RT-524 repairs ultimately decided the winner. All material 
was to be contractor furnished (CFM); however, the costs for material designated as "mandatory 
replacement items" whicb exceeded the national stock number prices for the items used as the 
basis for the BAFO would be paid by the government. The impact of this reimbursable provision 
was significant. Material costs totaling S1.8M were handled as reimbursables and added about 
$520 to TOAD's average unit price of $2208; Discussions with the CECOM contracting officer 
indicate that it was clearly the government's intention to provide this cost reimbursement feature; 
nevertheIess, we believe the solicitation and discussions held during the competition were not 
clear that price increases for mandatory replacement items would be paid by the government. 
While we could not determine if other offerors interpreted material pricing requirements 
differently than TOAD, we did observe that the proposed material prices varied widely among 
the competitors. Material price estimates for the BAFO ranged &om TOAD's $7.OM to the 
second low offeror's estimate of S8.4M to the high cost material proposal of S15.lM. The 
government's material estimate was S9.9M. 

CECOM's election to waive cost comparability handbook provisions may have affected a 

source selection given the closeness of the competition. Discussions with the contracting officer 
indicated the cost comparability handbook provisions were optional in FY 1991. To the best of 
our knowledge, cost comparability adjustments could have been applied. 

l!W$m.i?liness and high quality of TOAD's performance of the RT-524 contract is - 

i~pressive. The depot's management of material ordering, use and costs throughout the contract 
was excellent. TOADS estimating procedures were thorough and were the best of the public 
depot's reviewed. ,, 

TOAD has the necessary systems in place to capture direct costs applicable to final cost 
objectives. TOAD has an indirect cost structure which identifies all indirect costs by element of 
cost. Indirect costs are segregated by expense pools and are allocated to final cost objectives 
based on direct labor hours. 

Based on our observations, there is a need to place additional emphasis in the direct labor - 
timekeeping system. We noted that the plating cost center is essentially recording direct labor 
hours based on the standard time established for the specific operation. While the calibration 
cost center claims to be on a real time basis where the empl~yee (or supenisor) clocks on and off 
the job, it is apparent that the timekeeping system is driven by the amount of time shown in the 
standard. Accordingly, we believe TOAD needs to address internal control weaknesses in direct 
labor charging. 

TOAD's application of fonvard pricing rates for both direct labor and indirect costs to 
record job order costs incurred on competitive awards restricts management's ability to properly 



perform program analysis. It also results in misleading and inaccurate Gnancial reporting. 
Utilizing forward pricing rates to record incurred costs on the RT-524 program resulted in an 
understatement of at least $858,000 on this award. ~ o n s e ~ u e n t l ~ ,  other programs are absorbing 
these costs. 

TOAD's use of predetermined labor and indirect cost rates, on noncompetitive awards, 
constitutes a reasonable method of computing direct labor dollars and allocating indirect costs 
during the course of the fiscal year. However, these ~a tes  should be adjusted to actuals at the end 
of each fiscal year. TOAD's current practice of not idj~sting to actuals at the job cost level can 
result in distorted financial data by job order. Also, the fact that actuals are never shown on the 
job cost ledger may result in a lack of an incentive to monitor and adjust predetermined rates * 
during the course of the fiscal ye&. 

found the estimating practices to be based on current data at the time of submittal. 
data were well documented. Estimated labor hours wqe  supported by de&l 

operations. We considered the estimating practices and techniques to compare favorably with 
"rivate industry. 



INTRODUCTION 

Tobyhanna Army Depot (TOAD) participated in four publidprivate competitions fiom 
FY 1991 to FY 1993. The depot won two competitions, one for the overhaul of the RT-524/524A 
receiver-transmitter and one for the repair of 28 Signal Source items in FSC 6625 for the U.S. 
Air F0rce.l Post-award performance for the signal source competition could not be evaluated 
since TOAD had not proceeded beyond first article approval as of August 1994. The RT-524 
program, in contrast, has produced 3,509 finished units and was the program evaluated. .. 

RFP DAAB07-9 1 -R-G5 14 was issued by the U.S. A m y  Communications-Electronics 
Command (CECOM) to approximately fifty firms and TOHI for the FY92-FY95 RT-524 
overhau~'~ro~ram. The W P  was an indefinite delivery indefinite quantity requirement for 1,000 
minimum units per year, a maximum of 1,700 units per year, and an annual submi&n of 
Integrated Logistics Support (ILS) documentation. Price was evaluated on the basis of 
overhauling the maximum quantity of radios and the ILS documentation each year for four years. 
Technical proposals were required covering Production Plans, Depot Supply Operations, 
Electronic Maintenance Background, Personnel Requirements, QA, Parts Control, 
ManagementRroject Structure and Key Personnel. Competitors had to be judged as technically 
acceptable in each factor to be qualified for award. Award would be made to the lowest priced, 
technically acceptable offeror adjusted for transportation cost differentials. The transportation 
evaluation factor was clearly addressed in Section M of the RFP, covering the cost of 
transporting 141 units per month fiom the supply point (TOAD) to the overhaul point. TOAD'S 
adjustment would be zero. 

The solicitation was issued on 20 June 1991 with an original closing date of 21 July 
1991. Questions raised by potential competitors were answered by CECOM ir, writing on 15 
July 1994. The closing date was extended to July 29th at which time four private companies and 
TOAD responded. TOAD was the second low offeror after initial offers. 

The technical and price evaluations of the initial offers were conducted by separate teams 
and completed by 12 August 1991. Technical issues which required discussions were identified 
and all five offerors were declared as being susceptible to being made acceptable. At this point, 
however, two offerors were judged to be not technically acceptable without clarification of, 
andfor amendment to, some of their technical factors. Formal technical discussions commenced 
with the five offerors in writing on I5 August with responses due by 21 August 1991. Best and 
Final Offers (BAFOs) were not requested at this time. Revised price proposals were required if 
the offerors' technical revisions affected price. TOAD was still the second low offeror at this 
point in time; however, the margin had shrunk to S9.5K. In addition, one company was removed 
fiom the competitive range. 

- 
2 TOAD also participated in five publiclpublic competitions for the workload being reassigned as a result of 

' the announced closure o f  Sacramento Army Depot. TOAD won four o f  the five. 



BAFO's were requested from the four rem&ning offerors on 26 August and received in 
September 1991. Only TOAD changed its price, reducing its final offer by some $325,652 
which TOAD said represented a 2% reduction in material costs. In this manner, TOAD's BAFO 
displaced the next low offeror. Lronically, the former low offeror said it believed that material 
costs were essentially fixed and chose not to revise its pricing offer in the BAFO. The award to 
TOAD was announced on 25 September 1991. Unsuocessful offerors were also notified by letter 
on the 25th. 

The contract was successfully performed'by TOAD for FY 1992 and FY 1993 at ~xninimmi 
quantities or higher. FYI994 quantities were reduced below the contract minimum in 
recognition of the Army's transition to a new radio, the Single Channel Ground and Airborne " 
Radio System (SMCGARS). The FY1995 option was not to be exercised. In addition, no 
non-contract radios were produced in volume; therefore, we could not compare incurred costs for 
the contract radios against those being overhauled as core workload. 

SCOPE 

The purpose of our review was to determine if TOAD's estimating and cost accouuting 
systems provided a level playing field for the RT-524 public/private competition and whether or 
not Cost Comparability Handbook adjustments were appropriately applied. We also reviewed 
the depot's compliance with Cost Accounting Stantlards and the accuracy of its system for 
allocating and recording costs to the RT-524 program. 

The scope of our review included a tour of the facility and an on-site review of 
timekeeping practices in two cost centers. We reviewed the RT-524 solicitation and proposal 
files, the depot's price proposal file supporting the Standard Form 141 l's, and its job cost 
accounting system. We also analyzed the depot's indirect costing rates used for forward pricing, 
the depot's predetermined indirect costing rates applicable to fiscal year 1993 and the actual costs 
incurred on the RT-524 award. In addition, we reviewed the methods used to price and track 
material for RT-524 repairs and the estimating process used by the depot. 

CECOM's source selection files, including tec:hnical and cost proposals and evaluations 
were made available for our review to assist us in de1:ennining how material costs were handled 
by the competitors and to follow the give and take o:f the negotiation process is this very close 
competition. While at CECOM, discussions were also held regarding the apparent absence of 
core RT-524 workload after contract award. 



JOB COST LEDGER 

The job cost ledger shows total direct and indirect costs for each job number. For the 
most part, direct labor hours are based on the real time each employee charges to a specific job 
order number. To arrive at direct labor dollars, TOAD uses a predetermined average hourly 
labor rate for each cost center. This average rate is based on the weighted labor rates for each 
labor skill level within each cost center at the beginning of each year adjusted for anticipated 
wage increases. If the average cost center hourly labor rate gets out of kilter during the fiscal 
year, TOAD will adjust the rate. Assuming that the predekmhed average hourly labor rate 
remains fairly close to the actual average hourly labor rate, no adjustments arr d e .  Also, 
TOAD does not adjust to actuals at the end of the fiscal year. Accordingly, the amount shown as 
direct labor dollars on the job cost ledger is never the actual amount. 

Indirect cost rates for each of the four indirect cost pools are also based on predetermined 
rates. Similarly, these rates will get adjusted if significant charlges take place during the fiscal 
year. However, the final predetermined rate for the fiscal year is what finally gets applied. 
Accordingly, the final amounts shown for indirect costs on the job cost ledger do not reflect total 
actual expenses. However, if appropriate adjustments are made during the fiscal year, the final 
amounts should be close to actuals. 

For competitive awards, TOAD records direct labor hours in the same manner as 
non-competitive work, but deviates from its normal cost accounting practices by applying 
forward pricing rates (direct labor and indirect costing rates used in the price proposal ) to record 
costs incurred. The application of forward pricing rates in lieu of actual fiscal year rates, 
especially on procurements with options, can drastically understate or overstate actual costs. 
Consequently, TOAD management is not being properly advised as to profit or loss on specific 
job orders. For example, the RT-524 net operating results (NOR) shown in Figure 1 for FY1992 
through FY 1994 show an average "profit" of about five percent per year. 

Figure 1 

Cost incurred for the three year program would have increaszd by approximately 
$858,000 had the depot's normal process for developing and applying labo, overhead and G&A 
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TOTALS 

3,509 

$7,749,688 

7,399,190 

$350,498 

FY 1994 
809 

$1,823,356 - 
1,731,319 - 

$92,037 - 

FYI993 

1,700 

$3,750,982 

3,636,882 

$1 14,100 

UNITS 

REVENUE 

COST 

NOR S 
5.3%, - 4.7% - 

9 
1,000 

$2,175,350 

2,030,989 

$144,361 

3.1% NOR % 7.1% 



rates been used rather than forward pricing rates or Iiad the forward pricing rates been adjusted 
- mually by actuals. 

LABOR HOUR TIRACKING 

Engineering standards are developed for ithe items repaired and production tasks 
performed by TOAD and were used to develop the R.T-524 price proposal. Actuals recorded by 
the workforce adhere very closely to ttfe hours established in the standards. In our visits to two 
cost centers, it appeared that set hours were being reported back to management rather than the 
actual hours incurted to complete the task. In one tmter, the supervisor entered the hours the 
artisan was to perform in accordance with the stanlbrd hours specified. In the second cost 
center, the supervisor assigned hours which, for all intents and purposes, were not deviated from 
by the artisans. ' In the face of these two observations, it appears that hours reported as incurred 
are not actuals. 

COMPARISON OF COMPETITIVE VS. NON-COMPETITIVE 
RT-524 REPAIRS 

The competition resulted in a reduction of ap:proximately 27% in the repair costs for the 
RT-524 series primarily through a change in statement of work which reduced the time to repair 
by about 8 hours per unit. The contract price was roughly S21751unit in comparison to a 
noncompetitive repair price which averaged %3106/unit in the FY 1992 time h e .  Based on 
these reduced prices, we expected to see the application of the competitive process and prices to 
TOAD's core RT-524 workload. This was not the case and it became very clear that it was 
TOAD's stated intention to keep the competitive work separate from its normally assigned 
~ork load .~  TOAD also advised us that there was no RT-524 repair volume of any significance 
beyond that- received under the contract. Only three RT-524 units were reportedly completed 
during the contract period at unit costs ranging from !I3200 to $3600. (We were later advised by 
CECOM that TOAD routinely repaired between 4001 and 600 RT-524's annually as part of the 
VRC-46 configuration (two RT-524's and an antenna) or as a part of the VRC-12 family.) 

COST COMPARABILITY 

CECOM waived the use of cost comparability factors for this solicitation, stating that 
there was not enough time to validate the factors and .that the extent of competition would ensure 

3 TOAD had set up a totally separate production line for the contract RT-524 radio repain from : s core 
work. This concept was abandoned after the first contract year. 



the lowest cost was received. CECOM did sign a cost comparability certificate on 2 1 September 
1991 stating that comparable estimates of all direct and indirect costs had been received and 
evaluated. We did not attempt to estimate what the adjustments would have been had cost 
comparability not been waived. We did note that when the RT-524 proposal was subrnittd, the 
U.S. Army Depot Systems Command (DESCOM) and the Army Material Command (AMC) did 
not allocate costs applicable to their operations to TOAD. Since TOAD used its actual rn to 
project indirect costs in the proposal, an amount for home office (DESCOM and AMC) was not 
reflected in the estimated indirect cost rates for the RT-524 proposal. We also noted that the 
price difference between TOAD and the next low offeror was less than two percent. 

MATERIAL 

Material cost estimating swung the competition in TOAIYs favor. In fact, it is unusual 
that material costs, which represent about 47% of TOAD's c o n a t  repair price, would not be 
provided as government furnished to remove the risk associated with occurrence fafton and 
price adjustments. 

CECOM did, however, remove most of the out-year price adjustment risks by stipulating 
that costs incurred over and above the standard unit prices for material identified as "mandatory 
replacement itemsn in the solicitation would be reimbursed by the government. During our 
review, we did not realize this feature was in the RFP until we saw a modification to the 
agreement after award to provide TOAD with a mechanism to which to charge extra material 
costs. We could not determine if the competition interpreted the handling of price increases for 
mandatory replacement items in the same manner as TOAD and CECOM. Nevertheless, the 
material costs estimates differed widely by the competitors, ranging from S7.OM for TOAD to 
$8.4M for the next low offeror to SI5.lM for the highest material cost proposal, an amount 
almost the equal of TOADS price for the entire RT-524 effort. 

In execution, TOAD's controI of material costs is impressive as shown in Figure 2. 
Extra costs for mandatory replacement items are contained in Fijpre 3. 

Figure 2 
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Figure 3 

We researched material records thoroughly to insure the material costs charged as extra 
only represented price increases for mandatory replacement items. 

COST ACCOUNTING STANDARDS (CAS) 

TOTALS 

$1,834,525 

3,509 

$523 

We briefly reviewed the CAS Board Disclosure Statement that was prepired by 
DESCOM. As might be expected, DESCOM did not have the same understanding of CAS that 
would be required of a private firm. With respect to the 19 Cost Accounting Standards, there are 
several potential non-compliance issues which we have listed in Appendix A. 

FYI994 

$384,932 

809 

$476 

CONCLUSIONS 

FY 1993 

$899,,965 

1,,700 
$529 

EXTRA MATL 
COSTS 
UNITS 
WORKED 

EXTRA/UNIT 
i 

The RT-524 Radio Repair Competition was indeed competitive. In this competition, 
TOAD may have been provided competitive advantage by material pricing provisions of the 
solicitation and the decision to not apply cost comparability factors to the TOAD offer, 

FYI992 

$549,628 

1,000 

$550 

to the competition was thorough, professional and well docum*. 
Itlo" c o r n p ~ ~  favorably with private industry. " ~.perfarmance, TOM3 

,personnel demonstrated an excellent understanding of cost accounting. The depot's accounting 
system was generally responsive to management neecis. 

To the extent that pre-determined rates or (cost estimates are recorded, without being 
updated based on actuals, recorded and reported costs were misleading on the RT-524 program, 
with cost of performance understated by at least $858r,000. 

A weakness also exists where employees are recording standards vice actual hours on 
timesheets. Emphasis should be placed on this observation since most standards are based on 
professional estimates not engineering studies, thus potentially subject to error. 



COST ACCOUNTING STANDARDS (CIAS) ISSUES 

Potential CAS non-compliance issues at Tobyhanna Army Depot (TOAD) are identified as 
follows: 

40 1 -Consistency in estimating TOAD accumulates costs on competitive 
accumulating and rephrting costs. awards based on proposed rates. 

403 .- Allocation of home office Currently, the home office allocation is based 
expenses to segments. on an overall allocation. CAS 403 requires the 

identification of expenses for direct allocation 
to the maximum exxent possible. 

407 - Use of standard costs for TOAD'S use of a predetermined average hourly 
direct material and labor. labor rate for each cost center is a form of 

standard costing. TOAD does not account for 
related variances at the level of production 
unit . 

410 - Allocation of business unit Under this standard, cost imput is the preferred 
general and administrative allocation base. Chrrently, TOAD uses direct 
expenses to final cost objectives. labor hours as an allocation base. A private 

fm would be required to demonstrate and 
support use of a single element base. 

420 - Accounting for independent Currently the TOAD accounts for bid and 
rqsearch and development (IR&D) proposal costs by separate job numbers. 
cdsts and bid and proposal costs. Presumably, no IR&D costs are incumk. 

V- 

TOAD does not allocate indirect costs to bid 
and proposal labor as required by this standard. 

Appendix A 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY . 
5-52 ENGINE COMPElrITION CASE STUDY 

In May 1992, a portion of the J-52 depot level maintenance work normally performed by 
Naval Aviation Depot (NADEP) Jacksonville was; opened to public and private sector competition. 
NADEP Jacksonville, Oklahoma City Air L.ogistics Center, and thret private companies 
participated. The contracting office, Naval Air Systems Command (NAVAIR), selected a best 
value approach to source selection in which each of the three evaluation factors, Technical, 
Management and Cosflrice, were given equal weight. A firm fixed price, indefinite delivery 
indefinite quantity contract was to be awarded for a base year and four option years. 

In developing the J-52 solicitation, NA'VAIR took steps to level the playing field by 
providing. government furnished material. NAVAIR also attempted to eliminate much of the 
guess work on what to repair and how often to relpair the engine and its systems and components.' 
NAVAIR also required a public sector winner tc operate under the same conditions as the private 
sector for such processes as material ordering and contract administration. 

NAVAIR awarded contract NO001 9-93-11-01 88 in August 1993 to NADEP Jacksonville 
after an extensive negotiation and evaluation peniod with three of the five offerors. Discussions 
with the NAVAIR procuring contracting officer and the cost/price proposal team leader indicated 
that significant efforts were expended to insure the NADEP price proposal was realistic, including 
a DCAA audit designed to assist the contracting oficer in determining the realism of the depot's 
offer. 

For the competition and subsequent contract, NADEP Jacksonville proposed to improve its 
operating efficiency fiom 75%-85% of its 5-52 engine engineering standards to 95% and to reduce 
costs fiom about $6l/hour when the engines were repaired in the Engine Branch con center to 
about $50/hour. (Production overhead costs would have to be reduced from about S29hur  to 
$14/hour to achieve the $50/hour rate which formed the basis for the contract prices.) W e  
reviewed the estimating techniques used to develop each of these positions as well as the depot's 
ability to capture program costs and to perform within its contract prices. 

NADEP Jacksonville established a separate J-52 cost center for the competition The 
establishment of the J-52 cost center (Code 990) Was an estimating technique to reduce the amount 
of total estimated production overhead on the contract. This was accomplished by maximizing the 
number of direct labor hours assigned to the center to spread overhead costs, reduce hourly rates 
and significantly reduce the expenses allocated to the J-52 cost center itself. For example, the 5-52 
engine p r o m  averaged about 155,250 direct labor hours per year in FYI992 and FY1993; 
however, Lve noted that the depot proposed a base of 340,700 hours to allocate production 
I The competitors were to propose fm fixed prices to provide basic services for each engine such as open, 
inspect and report, reassembly and final testing. Basic services represented about 25% of  the total repair effort. The 
bulk of the repair requuements were contained in a line item entitled "Fixed Price Over and Above," which required 
individual firm futed prices for some 330 different repair actions. Items outside the scope of basic services and fued 
priced over and above were proposed at a fixed hourly rate. 



overhead costs in the base year of the contract. (The depot combined its 3-52 component repair 
workload mamged by the h'avy's Aviation SuppIy Office with the 1-52 engine program to achieve 
this broad clirec' labor hour base.) In addition, we found that the production overhead costs 
assigned to the 4-52 cost center wen 50% less than those assigned to its former orgmhtion, the 
Engine Branch, even though hours incurred in the Engine Branch werc less than the 3-52 program . 

Our review indicates the signrficant cost savings offered under the contract werc not being 
achieved during contract performance in FY1994, We sampled six of the 34 engines shipped in 
FYI994 and found costs for basic services (CLIN's 0001-0004) to be over 5O0A higher than 
contract prices. Labor hours incurred in excess of those estimated accounted for over 70% of the 
sample's overrun, partly because of production delays caused by the ordering system the depot was 
required to use for government furnished material (GFM). In addition, the quantities under the 
c o n w t  were dramatically reduced with A-6 aircraft requirements declining. Increases in the 
G&A rate of about $5/hour accounted for almost all of the remaining extra costs apparently 
because the direct labor- hours to be assigned by NAVAIR. in FY1994, the basis for the depot's 
J-52 G&A rate, did not materialize. Lastly, we noted the depot was not accurately recording costs 
for fixed price over and above work, the largest portion of 1he contract, due to programming 
problems.' 

In contrast, the overhead rate observed fiom the engine sample did not differ substantially 
fiom the proposed rate of $1 4. luhour. In addition, the command was pursuing an aggressive 
program to reduce overhead costs the last four years. During this period, NADEP Jacksonville has 
reduced its command-wide production overhead rate born $27.90/hour in FYI991 to a reported 
S 1 7.23hour in FY 1 994. 

It is interesting to note that NADEP Jacksonville did not submit a claim or request a price 
adjustment for schedule delays and quantity changes. Presuming that government delays and 
quantity changes were significant causes of cost increases, this is not the course of action we 
would expect from a private company. The fact is that the depot did not need to submit a claim 
since all of its 5-52 costs were being covered from one funding source or another. 

- 
If, for example, a job bid as a pan of CLM 00 1 1  required a new set of  66 blades to be installed at a faed 

price of SlOOO per set , the program devised to assign these costs tc~ a job order charged a fived price of 51000 to 
each of the 66 blades being chaneed. 



We reviewed the estimating procedures and accounting practices used by the Navai 
Aviation Depot Jacksonville (NADEP JAX) i'in conjunction with the public and private 
competition for J-52 engine depot level maintenant;e. 

NADEP JAX has over twenty-five years of' experience in repairing the J-52 engine used on 
the Navy's A-6 and EA6B aircraft and was selectad as the Navy's single site for J-52 depot repairs 
in 199 1. In 1992, Naval Air Systems Command (NAVAIR) opened a portion of NADEP JAX's 
J-52 work to public and private sector competition NAVAIR selected a best value approach to 
source selection in which each of the three evaluation factors, Technical, Management and 
CostRrice, were given equal weight. A firm fixed price, indefinite delivery indefinite quantity 
contract was to be awarded for a base year and four option years. NADEP JAX, 6klahoma City 
Air Logistics Center (OC-ALC), and three private lcompanies competed. 

In discussions with the NAVAIR procuring contracting officer and the costlprice 
evaluation team leader, we were advised that three of the five original competitors made it into the 
competitive range and submitted best and fmal offers (BAFOs) in July 1993. NADEP JAX won 
the competition and was awarded Contract N0019-93-0-0188 on 24 August 1993. The total 
evaluated contract price based on estimated and expected quantities plus over-and-above items is 
in excess of $27 million for the base year and four option years. From NAVAIR's viewpint, the 
award was made to the high technical, low pricx offeror. As an interesting aside, NADEP's 
technical proposal was not incorporated into the c:ontract. In this manner, NAVAIR retained the 
RFP's statement of work at the prices proposed by NADEP JAX in its BAFO. In addition, the 
award was not converted into a defense interservice maintenance agreement, but instead retained 
its FAR language and content. 

Shortly after award, the core engines retainled by NADEP JAX which were not included in 
the competition were added to the contract so that customers could benefit fiom the cost savings 
offered by the contract and the depot would not have to manage the same product differently. This 
modification was propitious since the A d  aircraft requirements were subsequently reduced. 
causing a reduction in maintenance requirements fbr the J-52 engine. Had the core J-52 workload 
not been moved under the contract, it is questio~iable whether or not contract minimums could 
have been met. 

The contract requirement to use the Contractor Aviation Materid Management System 
(CAMMS) to order and track material instead of the depot's normal system became a problem. 
Difficulties with tracking material under CAMMS proved severe enough to delay the first engine 
inductions until the second quarter. of FYI994 and to postpone the second quarter's inductions 
until the last day of the quarter. In essence, a stop work condition existed during the initial phase 
of the contract which was not rectified until the contract was modified to remove CAMMS. The 
depot did not submit a claim to compensate for costs incurred as a result of delay and disruption. 
This is not the course of action we would expect from a private contractor. 



SCOPE OF REVIEW 

The purpose of our revlcw was to evaluate NADEP JAXs ability to estimate costs. We 
also reviewed whether or not NADEP JAX is in compliance with the Cost Accounting Standards 
(CAS), the cost principles set forth in Part 31 of the Federal '4quisition Regulation (FAR) and its 
compliance with the requirements included in the cost comparability handbook 

The scope of our review included a study of the s t r u m  of the J-52 solicitation and a 
review of NADEP JAXs cost proposals submitted in response to the solicitation, including the 
depot's use of engineering standards and its job cost accounting system. We analyzed the 
production overhead and general and administrative rates used for forward pricing and reviewed 
predetermined indirect costing rates applicable to the nine month period ending June 30, 1994. 
We toured the engine facilities and reviewed the depot's processes for developing labor standards; 
efficiency factors, and labor expense reporting. Cost comparability adjustments were reviewed, 
including a determination as to whether or not indirect costs included bid and proposal costs, home 
oflice expenses and other adjustments required in the cost comparability handbook. Bid and 
proposal costs were compared to the savings projected by the contract. Lastly, we reviewed the 
actual costs incuiied applicable to the six completed engine repam under the contract. 

Source selection documentation and DCAA reports wen not reviewed. However, 
telephone discussions with the NAVAIR procuring contracting officer, the codprice proposal 
team leader, the Administrative Contracting Officer (ACO) and other officials involved in contract 
administration provided us with the insight we needed to determine NAVAIR's reaction to and 
negotiations on NADEP JAXs proposal. In addition, we had extensive discussions with NADEP 
JAXs J-52 proposal team, the depot's business office, comptroller and cost center personnel 
involved in the competition andlor contract prformance and the Commanding Officer. These 
discussions were free and open and documentation was promptly made available. 

SOLICITATION 

NAVAIR attempted to structure the solicitation to level the playing field for the private 
and the pubIic sectors. Material was to be provided as GFM. In addition, NAVAIR required 
offerors to use the Contractor Aviation Material Management System (CAMMS), a 
government-provided ordering and tracking system to acquire GFM. Also, the contract was to be 
assigned to the Defense Contract Management Command (DCMC) for administration regardless 
of the uinner. If a public depot won, it would not be business as usual. 

NAVAIR also tried to remove much of the risk associated with trying to estimate what 
components required repair and how often those repairs will be required by having the competitors 
propose prices in three distinct areas: Basic Fixed Price Items, Fixed Price Over and Above Items 
and Fixed Hourly Rates. Basic fixed price items cover those semces to be provided that are 



standard such as: tear down and inspect, reassembly and finai testing. Basic services were broken 
down into the following four contract line item x~umbers (CLINs): Minor Repairs (CLM 0001), 
Major Repairs (0002), P8C Conversion (000:3) antc. P408A Conversion (0004) which are 
summarized in Appendix (A). 

The effort associated with basic fixed price items involved only about 25% of the total 
repair effort. The bulk of the repair work is contained in CLM 001 1 for fixed price over and 
above repairs. CLIN 001 1 covers separate fm fixed prices for some 330 different repairs which 
may be required during the course of a mainternmu action. In this manner, the competitors did 
not have to guess how many of the 330 items would be required for a typical major repair or how 
often they would occur for that matter. CLINs 0009 and 0010 for power plant changes and 
bulletins respectively were also included in the fixed price over and above category; however, the 
power plant changes to be covered were spelled out, and the handling of power plant bulletins was 
included in the price for basic fixed price items (CLINs 0001 - 0004). When a repair was required 
that was not defined in any of these CLIN's, then the fixed labor hour'rate contained in CLIN 0012 
would come into play for pricing the work. 

The structure of the over and above work required NADEP JAX to develop a unique 
automated system to track and allocate these coslts. The system placed in service overstates costs 
associated with the over and above efforts. As we were advised, the system applied the cost to 
install a set of 66 blades to each individual blade. Program problems had not been corrected as of 
the end of our activity visit in early October 199'4; therefore, we could not review actuals for the 
bulk of the contract work performed under the J-52 engine contract. Private industry would, in our 
opinion. have corrected this programming problem as a high priority fix. Until this program 
problem is addressed, cost management cannot be: achieved. 

LABOR HOUR ESTIMATES 

Labor hour estimates were derived from engineering standards tailored specifically to the 
requirements contained in the NAVAIR statement of work and factored by the depot's efficiency 
in performing within the hours contained in th.e standards. The efficiency factor -used in the 
proposal was developed by NADEP JAX after a J-52 engine process review was conducted under 
the depot's own repair specification. .The prociess review -resulted in a reported. efficiency of 
72.4%. This closely correlates with the'75.12% historical efficiency on the 5-52 engine program 
from third quarter FY91 to second quarter FY92. 

.4n indepth analysis of 5-52 performarlce was then conducted by NADEP and new 
- efficiencies in processes were identified and incorporated into the master data records (MDRs) 

developed for the competition. The efficiency factor used by NADEP JAX in the best and final 
offer and accepted by NAVAIR was 95%, an increase of over 20% in efficiency in many cases 
from the depot's historical performance. We loolked for these improvements in our sample of six 
engines completed in FY 1994. 



Figure 1 

'Note: Hours proposed are estimates derived by dividing the unit 
prices for each CLM by the fixed ho~uly rate of S50.44. 

Totals 

Actual horn exceeded estimates in the sample by 42%. Part of these additional hours 
were caused by the delays incurred as a result of GFM tracking difficulties experienced with 
CAMMS. Part of the added hours may have been because economies of scale were lost when 
quantities were reduced. At the end of September 1994, NADEP JAX had completed 34 engines 
instead of the 60 that were planned. 

COST ACCOUNTING SYSTEM 

Source: NADEP SAX J-52 Program Data. 

1 1400.2 

NADEP JAX maintains a job order system for both direct and indirect costs. To facilitate 
the costing of work and services performed, NADEP JAX has established some 30 cost centers 
which serve budgetary and cost control functions. In addition, NADEP JAX established a separate 
J-52 cost center (Code 990) for the purpose of estimating, collating and allocating the production 
overhead costs applicable to contract NO00 19-93-0-0 1 88. Previously, the work was performed in 
the Engine Branch con center 961. The following cost fenteis are principally involved in direct 
engine repairs: e 

1986.1 

Cost cQilaawm 
96 1 Engine Branch 

962 Process Branch 

964 . Metal Fabriation Branch 

990 J-52 Division 



Material components that can be readily identified to engine r e w  or replacement parts are direct 
charged to the benefiting job order number. Duwt labor dollars that arc recorded on each job 
order number are based on employee real-time bours for the specific operation performed. The 
actual hours are then factored by the individual employee's actual labor rate plus fiinge benefits. 

COST ACCOUNTING STANDARDS (CAS) 

While we did not perform a comprehensive CAS compliance review, we noted several 
non-compliance issues, the most notable of which involves CAS 401 which requires consistency 
in estimating, accumulating and reporting costs. KIADEP JAX deviated fiom its normal method of 
allocating costs by establishing cost center 9901 for the ES2 competition and using different 
techniques to assign costs. 

COST COMP.ARABILITY 

The Cost Comparability Handbook (CCH) dated 10 August 1993 was checked to see if the 
guidelines were followed by NADEP JAX in thie preparation of the J-52 proposal. The items 
verified included the adjustments taken by the (depot for Engineering and Other (Mobilization 
Planning, MotorPooWehicle Maintenance and Military Duty.) NADEP JAX's 5-52 cost proposal 
adjustments were taken in accordance with the CCH; however, some of the required supporting 
documentation was not available. Cost comparalbility adjustments reduced the composite hourly 
m e  by 5.87/hour. NAVAIR's cost comparability adjustments were not reviewed. 

PRODUCTION O\rERHEAD COSTS 

The establishment of cost center 990 for J-52 repairs by NADEP JAX was an estimating 
technique to reduce the amount of total estimated production overhead on contract 
N00019-93-D-0188. This was accomplished by overestimating the annual number of 5-52 direct 
labor hours and significantly reducing the amount of expenses allocated to 5-52 cost center 990. 

NADEP JAX estimated 340,700 direct latmr hours for J-52 cost center 990 for FY94 when 
the actual data supported 155,251 hours. (The a c i d  direct labor hours for FY93 were in line with 
the actuals for FY92.) Based on NADEP JAX's experience as the single site for J-52 repairsA for 
the Navy, there was no sound basis for projecting 200% of the required J-52 direct labor hours to 
develop cost center 990 indirect rates. Also, the amount of production overhead allocated on a 
direct hourly basis to the J-52 cost center is less than 50% of the amount allocated to the Engine 



Branch, cost center 96 1. Direct labor hours and production overhead for cost centet ; 96 1 and 990 
for the nine month year-to-date period ended June 30, 1994 arc: 

burce: NADEP JAX J-52 Program Data I I 

Most of the apparent inequity in allocating production overhead involves tooling costs, 
depreciation expense, clean-up costs, power plant and plant senices costs. We could understand 
that depreciation expense could vary based on the age of the equipment. However, if significant 
J-52 equipment is fully depreciated, we would expect increased plant services costs to keep the 
equipment in repair. However, for the nine months ended 30 June 1994, plant services cost for 
cost center 990 was $266,439 whereas the amount allocated to cost center 961 was $891,586. We 
found it difficult to understand why the Engine Branch wodd be allocated approximately 300% 
mom plant services costs when the total direct hours incurred are less than the J-52's. 

Hourly Production 
Overhead Rate 

$24.08 

S 10.70 

Our conclusions on production overhead are contentious. Subsequent to our on-site 
review, NADEP JAX advised that the "extra direct labor hours" we observed in the make up of 
the J-52 cost center were from the J-52 component repair program managed by Aviation Supply 
Office, Philadelphia, PA. The repair of engines and components is inseparable for the J-52 
program from the depot's perspective and both programs were fidly costed corning into the new 
cost center. Further, the cost center is allocated production overfiead costs appropriately. In our 
plant services example, the depot points out that the J-52 product line occupies roughly 25% of 
the floor space in the engine facility; therefore. only gets 25% of the plant services costs. The 
Engine Branch, quite properly, gets the rest. This methodology would not be acceptable under 
CAS for private firms. 

1 

Production 
Overhead 

$2,664,120 

$1,486,257 

I 

Cost Center 
%1 Engine Branch 

990 J52 Division 

INCURRED COSTS 

Direct 
Labor Hours 

1 10,604 

138,871 

The costs incurred displayed in Figure 2 for the six engine sample exceeded contract 
revenues by over 50%. 



I~ngine Number ( CLLV I Costs Incurred ( Revenues I 

Source: N ADEP JAX J-52 Program Data for Labor and Production Overhead 
Expenses. NADEP Financial Dt~ta for G&A rate @ S19.12hour. 1 

Most of the difference (73%) is due to hours incurred in excess of those proposed. Almost 
all of the remaining difference is about a $5/ho1n increase in the G&A rate? The number of 
FY1994 labor hours projected by NAVAIR for the depot, and used to propose the GBA rate, did 
not materialize. 

The establishment of Cost Center 990 for J-52 repairs by NADEP JAX was an estimating 
technique to reduce the amount of total estimated production overhead on contract 
S00019-93-0-0188. This was accomplished by overestimating the annual number of J-52 direct 
labor hours and significantly reducing the amount of expenses allocated to J-52 cost center 990. 

6 

The solicitation schedule, upon which the J-52 engine depot level maintenance contract 
was based, did not occur in execution. Inductiolls were delayed by over one quarter. CAMMS 
had to be discarded to get inductions back on track. Quantities were reduced because k-6 aircraft 
engines were not inducted as planned. 

Coa incurred for basic services (CLMs 0002 - 0004) during FYI994 appear to ex& 
contract revenues by over 50% based upon a six engine sample of the 34 engines completed and 
shipped in that fiscd year. Delays and quantity reductions contributed to the extra costs; however, 
the use of the 95% efficiency factor proposed by NADEP Jacksonville appeared to be overly 
optimistic. In our engine sample, hours incurred exceeded hours proposed by 40%.. We d d  not 
have access to data for the fixed price over and above work because of programming problems 

Later NADEP JAX.estimates recorded G%A rates for FY94 at about S16.65.lhour. Incurred costs at this 
G&A rate still exceed revenues by about 50%.) 



with the system designed to collect and allocate these costs. As a result, we could not determine if 
the depot was successful or not in achieving the 95% efficiency factor in the over and above work, 
where the preponderance of the depot's repair costs were being incurred. 

Lastly, incurred G&A rates exceeded the rate p r o p o d  by between $ 3 5 0 ~  and SShour. 
In contrast, the overhead rate observed fiom the engine sample did not differ substantially from the 
proposed rate of S14.12~hour and reflects the manner in which the J-52 cost center was 
established. The make up of the cost center, however, should not obscure the fact that 
command-wide overhead reductions have been made over the last four years. During this period, 
NADEP JAX successfuily reduced its command-wide production overfiead rate h m  S27.905our 
in N 1991 to a reported S17.23thour in FY 1994. 

NADEP JacksonviIle did not submit a claim or request a price adjustment for schedule 
delays and quantity changes. This is not the course of action we would expct h m  a private 
company which had its performance impacted by the customer. The fact is that the depot did not 
need to submit a claim since all of its J-52 costs were being covered fiom one bding source or 
another. Under these circumstances, accountability for performance is diluted. NADEP JAX 
made many improvements in its management and control of costs; however, on the J-52 engine 
competition, performance was impacted by induction delays, use of CAMMS, reduced engine 
quantities and programming problems. The impact of these issues compared to optimistic pricing 
could not be specifically determined from records. 



5-52 BASE YEA,R'PRICES 

BASIC FIXED PRICE ITEMS 
Item Supplies or  Services Estimated Quantity Unit Price ** Total Price 

1 Perform Minor Repair of Estimated 12 S 5,527.06 S 66,324.72 
J52 

2 Perform Major Repair of Minimum 38 S 8,218.00 S 3 12384.00 
J52 Expected 95 S 8,213.35 S 780,268.25 

Maxi.mum 1 18 S 8,212.00 S 969,016.00 

3 J52-P8B to J52-P8C Major Estimated 10 S 12,483.16 S. 124,83 1.60 
Repair Conversion (PPC 
290) 

4 152-P408 to J52-P408A Estimated 50 S 14,615.49 S 730,774.50 
Major Repair Conversion 
(PPC 290) 

5 Technical Data in Support 
of Items 0001 through 
0004 

6 Administrative Data in 
Support of Items 000 1 
through 0004 

FIXED PRICE OVER AW ABOVE ITENIS 
9 Power Plant Changes 

10 Power Plant Bulletins 

11 Fixed Price 
Over-and-Above Repairs 

FIXED HOURLY RATE OVER AND ABOVE 
12 Direct Labor Effort E:q. 17,400 $50.44 S 877,656.00 

Max. 80,100 s4,040,i44.00 

OTHER OVER AND ABOVE ITEMS 
13 Material 

14 Travel 

NSP 

NSP 

Included in items 0001 - 0004 
** The unit price for the estimated quantities is firm regardless of quantity ordered 

Appendix A 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

FIA-18 MODIFICATI0:N CORROSION AND 
PAINT PROGRAM (MCAPP) COMPETITION 

CASE S'IZTIDY 

Two private fm.s, the Navy Aviation De:pot, North Island (NADEP NI) and Ogden Air 
Logistics Center (OALC) competed in a public versus private competition for the F/A-18 
modification, corrosion and paint program (MCNP). A formal source selection process was 
used involving a Source: Selection Evaluation Board (SSEB) and a Source Selection Advisory 
Council (SSAC). The tactical aircraft Program Executive Officer (PEO-T), Naval Air Systems 
Command. Washington, DC, was the source selection authority (SSA). OALC was awarded the 
contract at an estimated value of $60.8 million. 

The current debate over whether public versus private competition can be conducted on a 
"level playing field" obscures the distinction between unavoidable differences and unfair 
advantage. Our research indicates that public versus private depot differences in experience, 
resources. and workload cannot be eliminated and the procuring activity has no responsibility to 
reduce the advantages one competitor may have over the other. Procurement regulations, as well 
as  the principle of maximizing potential benefits from competition, requires eliminating unfair 
advantages. We believe OALC had unfair advantage over its private competitors in the areas of 
cost estimating, inequitable application of accounting standards, inaccurate job costing, adequacy 
of internal controls and audit scrutiny. Although our review focused on OALC as the winner of 
the F!A- 18 MCXPP competition, a review of data leads us to conclude similar unfair advantages 
wollld exist if NADEP >!I, the other public offeror, had won. 

PROPOSAL COSTS 

In a public versus private competition such as the FJA-18 MCAPP, offers fiom private 
companies are firm fixed price with the understanding the offeror will receive only the contract 
price for performance. 'Bough a contract to a public depot would include a firm fixed price, the 
award is analogous to a cost type contract. All costs incurred will be borne by the government, 
in one appropriation 01- another. From the buyer's perspective the price is fixed; from the 
standpoint of the seller, in this case OALC, costs in excess of the contract price will be paid by 
other customers of OAI,C or through other appropriations. This would be true if either of the 
public depots were awarded the contract. This disparity in risk of economic loss, togetber with 
the mong pressure to win in order to maintain depot workload, creates a great incentive for 
public depots to underestimate and misallocate colsts. 

The tendency to underestimate costs was evident in the public depot proposals. DCAA 
reported that OALC understated its original proposed costs by 36%. Similarly, DCA4 cited 



NADEP M for underestimating its costs by 37%. Though irs best anc; final offer is more closely 
aligned to DCAA's recommendations and fully complies with the Cos ?omparability Handbook, 
OALC's frnal offer still represents a significant understatrment of cost; since the BAFO did not 
include estimates of higher than normal start up costs for the maintenan. .e of an aircraft on which 
OALC had no experience. Several significant support functions were also omitted from the 
estimates. While the Cost Comparability Handbook can ensure that categories of costs are 
addressed, it cannot impose "cost realism" on public depots, where the weight of incentives 
encourages them to obtain the work, not to price it properly. 

ACCOUNrnG STANDARDS 

GAO and DCAA audit reports prior to contract award addressed serious deficiencies in 
accounting and internal controls at OALC. Subsequent audit follow-up, with pressure to correct 
the problems, was not made. If a private fm were cited for similar deficiencies with no 
evidence of improvement, it is questionable whether the contract would have ever been awarded 
or if awarded, whether all costs could be recovered. l b s  unequal requirement to implement 
audit recommendations, to the extent they impact the ability of an organization to estimate and 
track contract costs, provides a clear competitive advantage to OALC, as a public depot. 

In addition. although the Cost Accounting Standards (CXS) are incorporated into the 
DoD Accounting Manual with which the depots must comply, there art significant variations in 
the way certain standards are applied, resulting in lower costs charged to contracts by public 
depots. For example, CAS 404 and 409, dealing with depreciation, and CAS 406, covering 
accounting periods, are treated differently in the DOT) Accounting Manual. Also, CAS 
Disclosure Statements describing contractor accounting practices that must be consistently 
followed are not required of depots. We conclude that the significant differences in application 
of standards and requirements for disclosure practices, results in an unfair advantage to depots in 
public versus private competition. 

CONTRACT COSTING 

Our research at OALC revealed considerable inaccurate contract costing and reporting 
practices. Examples include: 

a) m. FIA- 18 direct labor costs are not being accurately recorded. In our 
examination of an indirect Resource Control Code (RCC), we found sigmficant 
numbers of direct employees working on the FIA-18 with their time charged to an 
indirect account. resulting in hours and costs being allocated to other programs, 
understating FIA- 1 8 costs. 



b) Producticn Ov-. We found instances of significant misallocations of 
production overhead. For example, we exarriined four h-oJl cost indirect RCC's 
that do not assign costs to the F/A-18 project 2nd found that three of them perform 
work for the FIA-18. Such examples of common costs not harged to the F/A-18 
represent misallocations which distort project costs. Since private firms must 
assign such costs to the contract, such distortions repment an unfair advantage to 
OALC in both mischarging current work as well as pricing future F/A-18 work. 

c) General- 
. . ' . OAL,C's use of a direct labor hour base to distribute 

its G&A expenses is at variance with the Cost Accounting Standards Board's 
stated preference and D C M s  cornrnon position with industry requiring use of a 
total cost input base. In addition, we found several examples of erroneous 
allocatio~u (i.e., depreciation and plant services) that resulted in less than accurate 
G&A costing on the FIA- 18 contralct. 

INTERNAL CONTROLS 

We have observed many instances of internal control deficiencies at OALC that 
ultimately impact the tnie cost of contract perfornnance, such as: 

a) Poor colltrois over labor cost rlecording. We found numerous examples of 
employees not certifying the accuracy of their time charges and a lack of 
supervisor's verification of labor utilization reports. 

b) Toor co~ltrol over the Produdioin Overhead Administrative Table. The table 
represenis the mapping of what indirect expense RCC's are charged to what 
programs. The decision making process is managed informally at very low levels 
in the organization. Very little attention is given to proper charging as reflected 
by the lack of management appro~ral or monitoring of propram support changes to 
the administrative table. 

c) Negligible Project Cost Control. Our interviews and the review of data confirm 
that schedules and quality have and continue to be paramount concerns at OALC, 
while cost control has been a low priorit);. Interviews with se&or.officials, 
F/A-18 production managers and cexamination of project control data, inHcate this 
"cultural bias" is still prevalent. We found little evidence of the focused cost 
management normally practiced by industry. 
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AUDIT SCRUTINY 

The depots are not subjected to the audit oversight that industry experiences. Normal 
industry oversight &om internal audit, outside financial audit and government audit is vimtally 
absent fiom depots. DCAA, by direction of the DoD Comptroller, is limited to reviewing 
forward pricing activities. Interviews with the Air Force Audit Agency indicates thm are no 
plans to audit FIA-18 program incurred costs. We believe the absence of close audit sautiny 
provides little incentive for tight control over depot accounting and project management practices 
and consequently, allows opportunities to distort proposals and project costing. 

Identification of weaknesses by independent auditors can provide the motivation to 
improve. The absence of audit scrutiny at OALC provides little incentive to improve in- 
controls. consequently, the depots have an unfair advantage over industry in as much as their 
internal control practices are not held to as high a standard as those of private firms. The 
pressure to improve internal controls together with the fear of inviting greater audit scrutiny 
provide industry strong incentives to improve estimating., costing, pro- management and 
budgeting. These incentives are largely missing fiom OALC, providing the depot a major unfair 
cdvantage over indushy competitors. Inaccurate costing will allow depots to continue to 
underestimate competitive proposals. The undercharging of competitive awards results in higher 
costs assigned to non-competitive programs. This often results in depots forecasting higher costs 
for the non-competitive programs and higher budget requirements. The depots are then able to 
recover losses on the competitive awards. which they underpriced. Such opportunities are rarely 
experienced in industry. We conclude that this process provides depots an unfair advantage in 
their pricing and costing activities. 

CONCLUSION 

We believe because of their maintenance experience, the ability to spread common costs 
over numerous proprams, and close support relationships with customers, depots enjoy 
considerable legitimate advantages over private industry when competing for maintenance 
contracts. However, on the FIN-18 contract, OALC did not enjoy the above advadtages. The 
OALC also does not have the systems. experience, W g ,  internal controls, and audit 
capability to effectively estimate, track and manage specific contract costs, that would be . 

required of a private fum. Until these deficiencies are corrected, a depot such as OALC bar 
considerable unfair advantages over industry where these deficiencies would normally not be 
accepted. Until a systematic review and comprehensive corrective action plan is developed and 
implemented, the OALC will continue to improperly allocate costs. 

The OALC offer on the F/A-18 was optimistic. Our review indicated that costs are being 
overrun at this early stage of contract performance. It is our opinion that the FIA-18 costs  ill 
significantly exceed the contract price. The difficulty hl quanti@ing the overmn is the lack of 



predictability in the accumulation of costs and the absence of internal controls, which could 
identi@ problems of misczharging or misallocation to management. In our opinion, the true costs 
of the contract will only be determined by an incurred cost audit after a substantial part of the 
contract is completed. lJnder these circumstancc:~, competition with private firms, which are 
properly held to much more demanding standards, is clearly unfair. 

In addition, based. on our review, public vt:rsus public competition is also unfair and can 
provide misleading results. Where two or more public offerors have different estimating and 
accounting systems, varying abilities to comply with regulatory standards, few internal controls, 
little influence over futurle workload and cultures that focus on schedule and quality, competition 
between these entities is unlikely to discern the most efficient or productive. Therefore, we 
believe that assignment of workload to depots :should be based on criteria other than or in 
addition to public versus public competition. 

If future public versus public or public versus private competition is held, substantial 
efforts must be made to require public depots to estimate and account for costs to the same 
standards to which industry is required in order to achieve fairness and a degree of confidence 
that performance to the contract price can be managed and monitored. 



INTRODUCTION 

In July 1992, the Ogden Air Logistics Center (OALC) submitted a firm fixed price 
proposal to the Naval Air Systems Command (NAVAIR) in response to q u e s t  for proposal 
RFP N00019-92-R-0001. The proposal for $55.3 million was for the Modification, Comsion 
and Paint Program (MCAPP) for the Navy's "Hornet" FIA-18 aircraft including $1.4 million in 
Mn comparability adjustments. The DCAA reviewed this proposal and found it to be 
understated by $19.9 million including $2.6 raillion in understated cost comparability 
adjustments. 

On June 7, 1993, the OALC presented its BAFO proposal in the amount of $63.7 million 
(including $3.1 million in cost comparability adjustments) to NAVAIR. DCAA also reviewed 
this proposal and concluded it was acceptable for evaluation. They recommended a price 
increase of $3.6 million of which 5.7 million was for increased cost comparability adjustments. 
DCAAfs lower recommended price on the BAFO versus the original proposal is based primarily 
on their lower recommended production overhead rate (6.7% versus 8.7%) and G&A rate (7.3% 
versus 10.6%) at the later point in time. The lower indirect rates reflected in the OALC BAFO 
was based upon (i) higher direct cost estimates and (ii) lower estimated overhead costs. DCAA 
concurred with these changed estimates. 

F/A-18 MCAPP PROPOSAL 

Study of the BAFO proposal and the related audit report indicates the major issues that 
contributed to the original $20 Million understatement of estimated costs had been addressed in 
OALC's final proposal. For example, DCAA increased manufacturing support hours and 
resultant cosu by $2.8 Million. In its proposal OALC used an overly optimistic 6.25 to 1 ratio of 
direct to indirect employees. OALC, at the aircraft directorate level (LA), was currently 
experiencing a 4.39 to 1 ratio. DCAA adjusted the current ratio to reflect (i) planned movement 
of employees from indirect to direct during FY 1993, and (ii) direct charging of engineering 
support on this contract (this is normally an indirect cost). These adjustments resulted in an audit 
recommended ratio of 5.25 to 1. 

In computing its manufacturing support hours, OALC, in error, removed field team 
(offsite work) hours from the direct labor base to which its 6.25 to 1 ratio is ~pplied. Field team 
effort was included in direct labor used to compute the: directhidirect ratio, and even though 
direct effort may be offsite for a time, the OALC indirect effort remains at a fixed level. If 
OALC had properly included field team hours, even at a 6.25 to 1 ratio, it would have included 
an additional 73,165 hours in its proposal. 

The OALC's yield factors and estimates of h g e  benefits were also considered 
inaccurate, resulting in an excessively high computation of nondirect time applied to direct 



labor. OALC proposed to reduce sick leave usage by approximately 50 percent through the 
implementation of a nevv sick leave awareness policy. Given the economic climate and past 
history of sick leave usage, DCAA did not believe the results would be as dramatic as proposed. 
Additionally, OALC prolwsed a 96 percent efficiency factor. The efficiency factors experienced 
by OALC's aircraft directorate over the last 3 years had never exceeded 90 percent. The FY 
1992, efficiency factor vvas approximately 88 percent. Based on past performance, it was not 
expected that performance would exceed 90 percent. 

Adjustments to 61e production overhead and G&A base were also recommended. OALC 
calculated these bases on standard hours when the correct base should have been actual hours. 
This adjustment significantly increased the overhead and G&A allocated to FIA-18 work. 
Likewise the production overhead and G&A pool composition were found to be missing a 
number of accounts that DCAA believed were a~pplicable to the FIA-18 maintenance effort. 
Finally, certain accounts (i.e. Utilities) had been moved fiom G&A to production overhead with 
a net effect of decreasing overall F/A-18 costs. DCAA increased the fringe benefit pool to 
account for certain elements of costs OALC neglected to include in its forecast. The health 
benefits forecast was also escalated to recognize expected cost increases. 

Our review of the current cost comparability handbook, dated August 10, 1993, indicates 
that no provision is being made for post-retirement health benefits for both The Federal 
Employee Retirement Systems (FERS) and Civil :Service Retirement System (CSRS) employees 
of OALC. Lack of recognition of the unfunded liability. of such post-retirement health benefits is 
incompatible with the provisions of FASB-106 vvhich requires private contractors to calculate, 
amortize, and accrue such sipficant costs (similar to pension expenses). 

Overall. OALC ,was very optimistic in it; F/A-18 proposal and omitted or understated 
sigmficant costs. The 13CM audit partially addressed these issues. What DCAA could not 
address was the optimistic performance projections where historical costs did not exist. The fact 
that all costs in a public depot will be borne by the government conuibutes to the depot's 
optimism. 

COST ACCOUNTING SYSTEM 

a We studied, in some depth, the ac:counting for costs under the F/A-18 Contract. 
There are over 30 sub-systems which contribute data to OALC's cost accounting 
system (the Depot Maintenance Data Systems Network). The sub-systems can be 
grouped into 5 broad functions: ]Requirements, Material, Production, Costs and 
Other. Clverlayed on the cost accounting system are three basic funds: the Depot 
Maintenance Industrial Fund (TIMIF), Operation and Maintenance (O&M) 
Appropriation fund, and the Cost olf Operation Division Fund. 



We were informed that GRUMMAN Data Systems is working on the design and 
implementation of a new accounting/ information system for all ALCs with 
Ogden as the Depot Maintenance Management Information system @MMIS) 
pilot site. 

b. OALC's cost accounting system is a job order cost system On the FIA-18 
MCAPP a separate job order number is set up for each aircraft tail number. 

Costs are accumulated in the Depot Maintenance Automated Data System and 
summarized on a monthly and year-to-date basis in the Depot Maintenance 
Production Cost System (G072A) and the Budget General Ledger (BGL). The 
BGL is a partial implementation of the new D M S .  

Our inquiry also disclosed that cumulative costs through March 31, 1994 on the 
FIA-18 Program per the BGL and the G072A. systems did not reconcile. At the 
time of our observation, responsible cost acc(3unting personnel were unauare of 
the difference since they had not attempted a reconciliation of the two reports. In 
addition. neither of these reports are summarizing all costs incurred in support of 
the FIA- 18. During our review we attempted but were not successful in locating a 
periodic management report which contained, by cost element, total FIA-18 
MCAPP cost accumulated to date. We were d o n n e d  that no such report is 
generated. As a result, we conclude that OALC program management does not 
have suf3cient cost visibility in the form of recurring program cost reports to 
adequately monitor total program costs. 

c. In our review of accounting system adequacy, we studied Prior Audit 
Disclosures. GAO, in its report of February 26, 1991, did not give an opinion on 
the OALC accounting system as a whole. However. they disclosed internal 
control deficiencies in materid cost areas and also concluded "the method of 
applying direct labor costs and production overhead is not in accordance with 
DoD regulations and will not provide the type of cost data needed to price work 
accurately and monitor weapon system costs." 

In its pre-award accounting systems survey audit report of October 13, 1992, 
DCAA concluded the current accounting system is inadequate in some respects as 
a basis for pricing fbture depot maintenance competition. Similar to GAO's 
conclusions, they also stated the allocation of labor costs from the resource 
control center (RCC) level may be inequitable resulting in misallocation of direct 
labor between job order numbers. The auditors were of the opinion that OALC's 
procedures for accumulating and allocating production overhead and G&A 
expenses require improvement because (i)  not all costs benefiting f d  con 
objectives are included in the con pools, and (ii) the method of allocating indirect 
expenses could result in costs not being allocated on a causal beneficial 
relationship. The DCAA report also addressed internal control deficiencies in 
recording employee timecharges. 



It should be noted that by direction of the DoD Comptroller, the DCAA 
involvement with public activity depot maintenance competition is limited to 
preawzcl reviews. Post award audits, if needed, arc to be performed by the 
military :services internal audit organization. 

In discw;sions with the resident chief of the Air Force Audit Agency (AFAA), we 
were toid that their office had not. done any work to evaluate the management of 
the F/A-,18 maintenLance prograni. More importantly, audits of those systems 
producing contract costs have not been undertaken. When the AFAA reviews or 
uses O A K  financial statements., a disclaimer is made as to the adequacy of 
internal controls or the reliability of data generated by the systems. The one 
exception to this was a recently pe:rfoxmed audit of the Maintenance Material Cost 
system (lG004H). The report concluded internal controls were not adequate. 

d. During (our review of Labor Timekeeping Internal Controls, we visited a 
number of RCCs and discusse:d time recording procedures with foreman, 
supervisors. and data entry c1e:rk.s. We also examined tasWwork requests, 
production count cards, memomndum records of where employees spent their 
time. exceptioned labor records and system generated G037G daily "actual labor 
utilizatic~n reports". These inquiies disclosed a number of labor timekeeping 
internal  control deficiencies sumrriarized as follows: 

?Jot all employees are initialinglcenifying that their daily labor charges are 
accurately recorded. Some employees are never informed where their time 
i:: being charged. 

Some supervisors are not reviewing prior day G037G labor utilization 
reports to assure that the time for all employees assigned to them on the 
prior day was accounted $or appropriately. From re\iewing the 37G prior 
day report for one RCC. we noted two hours overtime entered for one 
employee working in the RCC. However, the 37G report indicated that 
the employee was on long term loan to another RCC. Therefore, his labor 
plus overtime was erronec~usly charged to a RCC that he was not working 
in. This had been going on for more than two weeks. Supervisors in both 
affected RCCs were unawhre of it because they had not reviewed the daily 
37G reports. 

A11 labor exceptioning is not being'done on a daily basis as required. In 
one RCC, F/A-18 labor exception entries were being held up "until 
production count earned (standard) hours are in the system". This is nor ' 

;!cceptable as entries of ac.tual labor hours should not be influenced by the 
smdards. 



Our follow-up rev :w in June reflected that OALC F/A-18 program management 
is also concerned \. th the reliability of its labor exceptioning procedure. In this 
regard, we noted th t all direct employees, whose time is defaulted into CLINs 
1-5 production (direct RCC MABPCC) on the FIA-18 contract, were reclassified 
at the beginning of May 1994 to indirect employees (duty code 23) and assigned 
to indirect RCC MABSXX "Production Integration". In discussing our concern 
about the reclassification with OALC operations management, we were informed, 
"... the reciassification was made because labor costs on CLM 1-5 were too high . . 
a s a - u = m h u  

". The intent of the reclassificxtion is that no direct labor can be 
-e FIA-18 unless it .is exceptioncd a it. +This is a serious internal 
control weakness. 

In pursuing this issue with OALC, we informed program management personnel 
that the reclassified employees were comnmgied with 17 other normal indirect 
employees. We were informed there is no cause for concern as all time for the 
formerly direct employees would be exception4 out of the indirect RCC to the 
direct program they work on. We were assurai that all duty hour time for these 
former direct employees would be zero hours in the indirect RCC at month end. 
However, our check of the May G037G month end RCC labor report proved that 
this was not the case. The time of approximately 10 of the formerly dirtct 
employees was left in the production overhead indirect RCC. Since the cost for 
this indirect RCC is being allocated to all production programs, the F-16 and 
C-130 programs are now bearing cost previously identified as direct cost to the 
F/A-18. We conclude the ability to reassign direct employees to an indirect RCC 
so easily represents a serious internal control weakness providing the opportunity 
for significant mischarging. 

e. Another concern is the efficacy of Labor Standard Hours. As pre~iously stated. 
the ratio of total standard hours for completed tasks under a job order to total 
monthly RCC actual hours is used to assign actual labor hours and cost to job 
orders. We were informed that visibility as to the reliability of standard hours is 
available from the Program Depot Maintenance Scheduling System. (PDMSS). 
The PDMSS is separate and apart fiom the ALC integrated cost accounting 
system. We were also informed the PDMSS. reports would provide actual labor 
hours directly identified to each job order number. Therefore, we conducted 
inquiries and reviewed actual labor hour information input to PDMSS. Actual 
labor hours are entered on form 173 (production count cards) by employees as 
they complete each task. Standard labor hours are preprinted on each 173 card 
and are also entered in the PDMSS from the 37E Workload Planning System. An 
entry clerk. using the 173 production count cards, enters date completed and 
actual hours in PDMSS. We noted the following internal control problems in 
actual hour rnforrnation entered in PDMSS: 



There were no actual hour entries on mmy cards. Inquiry of the data entry 
clerk as to what he does in these circumstances indicated uncertainty as to 
what to enter. Therefore, he enters the standard hours as actual. 

It is apparent tiom examination of the form 173 cards that some 
employees enter hours rounded to the nearest hour, whereas standard 
hours are maintained to the Ilearest tenth of an hour. 

Card after card disclosed hlours entered exactly at standard. Since the 
cards display the standard, hours, it is apparent that employees are 
influenced by the standards. 

Our inquiries also disclosed there are no written instructions to employees 
as to how to account for or record actual hours on the production count 
wds .  

In view of these obsewations, we question the reliability of actual labor hour 
information in the PDMSS system. We believe the reliability of PDMSS 
information would be enhanced if standard labor hour information was removed 
from the 173 cards and if emp1oye:es were given witten instructions on how to 
complete these cards. 

f. We reviewed indirect expenses at OALC to determine if accounting and 
estimating practices are consistent and if there are beneficial and causal 
relationships between the expenses and the final cost objectives to which they are 
allocated. Our comments on production overhead and general and administrative 
expense fc)llow: 

Production e e r h e a d :  Ogden Air Logistics Center (OALC) has an 
accounting practice which if the CAS standards in DoD 7220.9 were 
enforced would lead to a CAS-418 noncompliance citation. At issue is the 
OLILC practice of tailoring production overhead pool costs to the specific 
benefits received by each production direct Resource Control Center 
(RCC). These tailored allocation methods change frequ'ently and 
arbitrarily. At a private cc!ntractor, each such adjustment of the costing 
methodology could be considered 4 accounting change requiring a 
disclosure statement revisio:~ and the preparation of a cost impact estimate. 

Wle conducted inquiries to determine what procedural review and other 
manageriaL/internal controls; are in effect to assure that the "Administration 
Table", h e  system used to assign and allocate indirect RCC costs to 
programs, is maintained appropriately on a continuous and current basis. 
n u s  inquiry indicated (i) the h c t i o n  is assigned to representatives from 
each directorate as well as to an administrative employee who chairs 
meetings and acts as a c:oordinator, resulting in no cent~al financial 



managerial control or invoi lement (ii) there are no witten descriptions of 
functions, activities, skills, programs supported, etc., available for the 
individual indirect RCCs irld (iii) there is no evidence of periodic 
monitoring or reviews to assurc that the production overhead 
administration table is appropriately maintained on a current and 
continuous basis. 

With this background, we reviewed about one-third of the forty aircraft 
directorate production 'overhead RCCs to determine whether a 
causalheneficial relationship exists between the indirect expenses in the 
RCCs and the final cost objectives (including the FIA-18 program) to 
which they are allocated. We identified three high cost production 
overhead RCCs which are providing support to the F/A-18 program but 
whose costs are not being allocated to the F/A-18. These indirect cost 
RCCs are MABETZ (Aircraft Strucwes Planning), MABPSX (Services 
Team), and MABRSX (Sheet Metal). The costs of two of these indirect 
RCCs (MABETZ and MABRSX) also were not included in OALCs initial 
or BAFO pricing proposals for the F/A-18. Thus, proposed costs as well 
as costs recorded on the FIA-18 MCAPP program are understated. 

General and Administrative Expense: The primary components of 
OALC's general and administration (G&A) expense, and their related 
cumulative dollar amounts for FY 1994 through May 1994 are as follows: 

Financial Management and Training Division 
Plant Services 
DMIFMill AF Base Suppon 
Total G&A 

OALC uses a direct labor hour base to distribute G&A expenses. Total 
Cost Input is the prefemd method for such allocations. If compliance 
with the standards in DoD 7220.9 ,were enforced, OALC would be 
considered in potential noncompliance until it demonstrated that the labor 
hour surrogate base is compliant with the DoD 7220.9, CAS 410 standard. 

The plant services and base support G&A expense components of G&A 
were reviewed and are commented on below: 



Pliant Services Expense: In the case of plant services expense, OALC 
recognizes that total direct labor hours is not an equitable measure for 
assigning this element of G&A e x p e w  to benefiting directorates. Plant 
se:nices are assigned to dirextorates using fixed percentages of activity. A 
cc~mparison of the fixed allocation percentages with actual service 
percentages and approximite direct actual labor hour percentages is as 
fc1ll0ws: 

Fixed Activity FY 1993 Approximate 
Alloczdon Actual Service D i  Labor ' 

I Z i  Sr;a;r;ntaoc, Pnccntane_ B.=hmms 

Aircraft 28%# 
Missiles 43 
Commodities 13 
Technology & Industxy 
(1' and I) Support L6 

A, concern we have with the fixed percentage intermediate cost pool 
allocation process is that the fixed percentages are not convened to actual 
percentages at year-end and have not been revised for several years. The 
Plant Management (plant services) Division maintains a data base of 
a~ctual service activity (labor hours) provided to each directorate. This 
actual service percentage information should be used to periodically 
update the fixed allocation percentages. However, as shown by the above 
comparative percentages, OALC's failure to use actual plant service 
percentages results in significant distortion in G&A expense allocated to 
t l ~ e  directorates and programs. For example, the Aircraft Directorate 
received 28 percent of th~e plant services costs in FY 1993 whereas it 
should have received only :21 percent. 

DhlIF/Bnse Support Expense: We reviewed the proaxlurks used to 
rlecord and distribute Hill. Air Force Base support operations to DMIF 
actik-ities. These base operations include such activities as data 
processing, environmental management, procurement, safety support, 
payroll, accounting, etc. 'me costs of these operations determined to be 
applicable to D M F  activities are assigned to G&A and allocated to 
contract effort based on direct labor hours. Base support costs are subject 
to the DoD 7220.9 standard dealing with CAS 403. 

\Be reviewed selected base support operations to determine how cost 
zdlocable to DMIF acti~ities were determined. We found that for the most 
pan DMIF allocable costs were developed through what OALC personnel 



refer to as a negotiation process. This involves a process w h ~  reby OALC 
and base support operations personnel conduct negotiations ,o  arrive at 
amounts that represent DMIFs "fair share" of tk.e costs of t e services 
being provided. 

For the most part, the amounts determined cannot be verified or audited. 
The costs are not identified and recorded to individual directorates. The 
amounts considered to be DMIF's fair share are essentially based on the 
OALC representative and the base support manager's estimate as to the 
services and goods provided for DMIF. There arc, however, some base 
support operations that are determined and allocated to DMIF using a 
measurable allocation base. The best example of this is 5re protection 
which is allocated using square fmtage which results in DMIF being 
allocated its fair share of costs based on occupied square footage. The 
latter, however, is the exception rather than the rule. As part of our review 
we related the practices in place at OALC for accounting for these costs 
with those that would be in place in private industry to account for similar 
costs. The findings and observations resulting from our review are 
discussed below. 

Equipment and building depreciation applicable to base support operations 
are not included in costs allocated to DMIF. We determined that a below 
the line "cost comparability" adjustment was made for depreciation on the 
depot's proposal for assets not under DMlF control; however, OALC was 
unable to provide details on the specific assets included in computing this 
depreciation adjustment prior to our departure. Therefore, we were unable 
to ascertain if all the assets included within base support were considered 
in this comparability adjustment. Private indusny would include such 
depreciation in overhead and would allocate it to contracts. 

The base support activities fall under the management control of several 
outside govement  entities. Thus OALC has only partial control over 
how the costs of these operations should be identified to DMIF. There is a 
degree of decentralization within private industry but not to' the extent 
present in the government. This is best illustrated by the current situation 
with The Defense Finan& and Accoubting Senice (DFAS) which is the 
government entity responsible for providing accounting senices for 
OALC. In examining the base support c ~ s t  of this operation we found that 
no costs had been allocated to DMIF activities since FY 1992. Thus 
DFAS accounting support to DMIF, which we estimate to total over $1 
million annually, is not collected and charged to DMIF contract activities. 
These costs were included in OAIX's proposal resulting in a CAS 401 
violation if this occurred in private mdustry. 



The negotiation process in use at OALC to determine base suppc>rt costs 
applicable to DMIF activities is not a process one would find in operation 
within private industry. Tl~e equivalent costs within industry would either 
be departmental costs within the entity or, if a service center performing 
centralized services for more than one entity, the operating costs would be 
allocated to customers on a beneficial or causal relationship. Thus similar 
costs within industry would not be subjectively determined, but instead, 
v~ould be based on costs incurred within a department or costs allocated on 
some type of a verifiab1,e measurable base prescribed by a CASB 
standard. Some costs allcmted to DMIF are predicated on such a base. 
I'he vast majority, however, are determined on the basis of the negotiation 
process. 

C:AS 403, as amended by DoD, is applicable to accounting for base 
support costs. If the CAS standards in DoD 7220.9 were enforced, OALC 
would be in noncompliance with this standard. We believe several of the 
base support operations are centralized service functions subject to the 
CXS 403 provisions con~tained in DoD 7220.9. Centralized service 
fiuncti-ons represent those organizations performing services for several - 

segments, which but for the existence o f  the organization, would be 
performed by or acquired 'by some or all the segments individually. Data 
processing, procurement, personnel, and possibly others, within base 
support fit this definition ;and should be allocated to DMIF as prescribed 
Ely the standard. The standard requires that these types of expenses be 
allocated on the basis of the beneficial or c a d  relationship be-ween the 
supporting and receiving activities. OALC, therefore, is non-compliant 
vvith this standard and the DoD cost accounting manual. This 
n,oncompliance, however, must be viewed in light of the fact that fuil 
compliance is difficult since OALC must secure an agreement from the 
supplying base support entity to allocate such costs on some measurable 
blase that is representative of the activity being allocated. For example, we 
vvere advised that the data processing operation falls under the Defense 
Lnformation Systems Agency (DISA) which is in the process of 
developing an accounting system that provides fee for semi& billings. 
'Ihe system, however, has; not yet been fully implemented and costs are 
still being allocated to DMIF based on a negotiated estimate of support. - - 

OALC, in contrast to private industry, cannot unilaterally assure its 
compliance with CAS 403. 

E3ased on .our observations, we have concluded that not all production 
overhead costs attributable to the F/A-18 were included in the BAFO or 
atre being costed to the contract. We have also concluded that G&A 
e:xpenses are not costed to the contract in compliance with DoD 7220.9 or 
CAS 403. As a result, OALC is not being required to perform to standards 
imposed on industry. 



g. DOD 7220.9 permits more flexibility in the use of appropriate accounting periods 
than does Cost Accounting Standard 406. For example, in the preamble io CAS 
406, the concept of monthly allocations of overhead and G&A is considered and 
rejected as not being appropriate for contract cost accounting. However, in the 
DOD 7720.9 version of CAS 406 (according to OALC's interpretation), monthly 
accounting periods are permitted. 

Our concerns with this procedure are illustrated in the following display of 
cumulative F/A-18 recorded cost, by cost clement, through April 30, 1994 as 
compared with cost through the prior month. 

Cumulative Through 
w 4/30/94 

Direct Labor Hours 

Direct Labor Cost 3 489,254 S 558,661 

Production Overhead 5 18,069 1,117,694 

Total FIA-'18 Cost 
(excluding CLM 14) $1 . I  76.467 f1.906.879 

The closing of overhead using monthly accounting periods resulted in distorted 
relationships between direct labor and indirect expenses and inaccurate 
assignment of indirect expenses to the program. The cumulative labor and 
overhead cost relationships shown above are abnormal (labor cost increased by 
only 14 percent over the prior month while overhead more than doubled) due to a 
labor cost reclassification entry. Further comments on our review of this 
reclassification entry are provided in paragraph 1 (Adjusting Journal Entries). 

h Ln OALC's proposal, depreciation expense for DMIF depreciable assets, was 
included in estimated production overhead and general and administrative 
expense. Depreciation on assets, not controlled by DMIF, was included in 
OALC's proposal as  a Cost Comparability Handbook adjustment. Depreciation 
expense for DMIF assets is included in program cost in the production overhead 
and GBA expenses allocated to the FIA-18 program based on direct production 
labor hours. We compared OALC's depreciation practices for DMIF assets with 
those ~ i t h i n  industry. Our comments and observations rezarding these 
comparisons are summarized below: 



We found, at the direction of Air :Force Material Command (AFMC) in late 1991, 
OALC effected a significant change in assigning useful lives to fixed assets 
installed after 1 October 1991. As a consequence, all asset usefbl lives were 
reduced to three categories, 20, 10, and 5 years. Previous usem life guidelines 
varied by federal stock code and ranged fiom a low of 4 years to a high of 30 
years. These pre 1 October 199 1 assets arc still being depreciated based on those 
useful lives. 

DCAA noted that no gain or 10s:~ on the dispositions of assets is recognized in 
accordance with generally accepted accounting principles (GAAP). OALC, being 
a government entity, is not subject to GAAP, but the DCAA comment is a valid 
observati,on regarding the differences between depots and industry. Gains and 
losses, in essence, have the affect of correcting prior depreciation. As a 
conseque:nce, any over or under statements of depreciation are not adjusted at 
depots as is done within industry. DCAA also noted in one of its audit reports 
that the:y had observed prob1e:ms relative to OALC's reclassifying assets, 
excessing certain assets and not assigning proper values to some acquired assets. 

OALC uses only straight line depreciation. Industry components often use 
accelerated depreciation methods which result in a faster write-off of depreciation. 
CAS 409 permits use of either straight line or accelerated depreciation methods. 

OALC is not subject to CAS 404. If it were. its depreciation practices would be in 
noncompliance with that standard. CAS 404 requires that assets exceeding 
$1,500 must be capitalized and depreciated. The AFMC and Depot policy is to 
capitaliu: only those assets over S:25,000 for assets acquired since 1 January 1994. 
Prior to this the capitalization policy was $15,000. The use of a higher 
capitaliuition value, pexmits ON,C to expense and write off more assets in one 
year than a comparable private iidustry competitor would be permitted under 
CAS 404,. 

If OALC was subject to CAS 409, the practice of  having a 10 year useful life for 
all equipment (except EDP and general purpose vehicles) wodd be in 
noncompliance with the standard. CAS 409 requires that the asset life used for 
depreciat.ion must reasonably appfoximate the'actuaj period of usefulness. We do 
not believe that the different types of equipment in use in OALC would all have a 
useful life of just 10 yeaxi. This is supported by the fact that assets acquired prior 
to 1 October 1991 were assigned lives anyhere fiom 4 to 30 years. These assets 
lives. in lour opinion, are probably more representative of the useful lives than the 
10 years currently being assigned. The use of such a short usefid life permits 
OALC to u-rite off depreciation on equipment at a higher rate than would be 
permitted by industry. 



The Depok also at the direction of AFMC, computes a residual value of $1 for all 
equipment items. Private industry, to comply xith CAS 409, must determine 
residual values for each asset and the residual values must be deducted from the 
capitalized value of the asset in computing depreciation. This practice enables 
OALC to wite off more depreciation than its private indus~y competitor who 
must comply with CAS 409 and compute realinic residual values. 

i. We examined in detail the adjusting journal entry involving the reclassification 
of about 6,600 hours of direct labor to indirect effon The preponderance of these 
hours was reclassified to indirect training while a small portion was charged to 
other production downtime effort The adjustment was necessary because OALC 
personnel did not anticipate or properly plan for the substantial production labor 
downtime subsequently experienced on the initial FIA-18 air&. We estimate 
that the adjustment reduced FIA-18 program costs by about S185.000. Even 
though adjusted labor dollars remained identified to the FIA-18, reclassified fiom 
direct to indirect, the reduction in direct labor hours, which is the base used to 
allocate indirect expenses, resulted in the FIA-I8 receiving less production 
overhead and G&A. 

We re\iewed documentation in support of the adjustment, interviewed personnel 
responsible for identifying the rnisclassified labor, and queried top division and 
directorate personnel regarding their involvement in the adjustment process. We 
also compared indirect training time charged to the F/A-18 with that experienced 
on other aircrafl programs. Our examination disclosed the entry was properly 
documented and that personnel responsible for identifying adjusted hours were 
planner/schedulers, production supervisors, and engineers knowledgeable of the 
program and problems experienced in sewicing the aircrafi. We also found that 
top management within the division and directorate were aware of and involved 
with h e  adjustment fiom start to finish and had reviewed and approved the entry. 

We also discovered that training time identified to the FiA-18 was substantially 
higher than that currently being experienced on the more mature F-16 and C-130 
programs. For example, FIA-I 8 training costs for the first four months of 1994 
were 28% of direct labor costs contrasted with 6% for the F-16. 'These high 
training costs are not considered -unusual since the FIA-18 was the fun Navy 
aircraft serviced by the OALC and, the first ' ~ c ~ o n n e l l  Douglas aircraft it had 
performed maintenance on since the F-4. Thus, OALC production personnel had 
to learn a different aircrafi and acquaint themselves with Navy procedures and 
technical d a  resulting in higher training rates during the initial start up of the 
program. These costs were not included in the FIA-18 BAFO. One may question 
whether OALC appropriately estimated foreseeable start-up costs in proposed 
production overhead expense for the new program. In our opinion, a private 
contractor would most likely have made such pro~isions in its proposal. 



PROGRAM WUYAGEMENT 

We discussed Program Management witln the Commander of the Aircraft Division, the 
F/A-18 Program mana,ger and their senior staff. Management attention and emphasis are 
directed to monitoring ]performance. Detailed analysis of variances between standard and actual 
hours are prepared by F/A -18 phase (Incominjg, Production Line, Flight Test and Paint), by 
aircraft, by operation munber. 

Contract quality and schedule oversight have been transferred to The Defense Contract 
Management Command @CMC) which was hired by the Navy to perform Administrative 
Contracting Officer (ACO) functions. We were informed by OALC there are currently about 10 
DCMC people on site. Based on the split of F/A -1 8 workload between the Navy Depot at North 
Island, San Diego and OALC, about 36 aircraft are expected to be serviced by the OALC this 
Year. 

We examined a number of daily and weekly ad-hoc reports used to manage and monitor 
the F!A -1 8 Program -- they all related to schedlule. The reports detailed each aircraft's status, 
and its forecasted corrrpletion date as it moved through the maintenance process. We were 
informed cost performance1 monitoring was ac~complished indirectly by review of labor hour 
charges to assure their accuracy. 

AFMC has levied a new requirement on the ALCs to prepare a monthly total program 
costfschedule performance repon ~ l t h  estimates at completion. Variances will be calculated on 
cumulative costs. scheciules, and Estimates at Completion (EAC). Variance analysis is required 
if costs exceed budgets by 2 lo%, Schedule slips by 2 lo%, and EAC overmns by 2 5%. 
Reports are submitted to key customer and ALC personnel. If EAC variance is 2 15%, reports 
are elevated to the Center Commander and Headquarters, AFMC. If EAC variance reaches 15% 
or greater. recompetiticln will be considered. In lour opinion, such measures will be unsuccessful 
in focusing attention on cost performance on the part of ALC program management. We believe 
that basic changes involving training, program management tools and internal controls are 
essential to improve the management of program costs. 

The required re:ports have not yet been prepared by Ogden ALC program k u g e m e n t  
since they are not required until three months.of actual deliveries have occurred. The first 
aircraft delivery under the F/A-18 program was made on May 19, 1994. while WPAFB has 
levied the requiremei~t for including Estirnaltes at Completion (EACs) on these Depot 
Maintenance performance tracking repons, no detailed instruction/training on how to prepare . 

these EACs has as yet been provided. We were informed that the Program ~ a n a ~ e ' m e n t  Office 
has requested such trajning and instruction. We believe attempting to forecast a total program 
EAC for other than CL,Ms 1 through 5 (the basic fixed price Modification, Corrosion. and Paint 
Program) appears unachievable. CLMs other than 1-5 are for "over and above" Lvork where 
~ ~ c i e n t  forecast infoimation on total program costs is unavailable. 



Prudent program management should probably be securing CLIN 1 through 5 costs to 
date and then forecasting a .  EAC in the traditional manner utilized by private contractors when 
preparing Cost P rfomance Reports. EACs should be prepared on the remainder of the CLINs, 
by aircraft, as suf cient information becomes available to estimate the costs at completion of the 
related effort. 

CONCLUSIONS 

On the basis of our review, we conclude that-estimated and recorded costs on the F/A-18 
MCAPP program at OALC are not reliable. In addition, there are also significant differences in 
regulatory requirements imposed on depots versus private industry. The major problems and 
differences include the following: 

Unreliable labor cost recording practices and internal control weaknesses. 

Questionable reliability of labor standard hours. 

All allocable production overhead on the F/A-18 was not estimated or being 
recorded. 

a Significant start-up (non-recurring) costs on the F/A- 18 were not addressed in the 
BAFO proposal. 

Inaccurate plant service cost allocations. 

Incomplete base support cost allocations. 

a Health care costs of retirees not estimated or recorded (FASB 106). 

Difference in DoD 7720.9M versus the Cost Accounting Standards affect 
different cost allocations. 

Inadequate managerial cost monitoring and xeponing. 

DCAA audit role limited to depot proposal evaluations only. 

Very limited Air Force Audit Agency involvement in depot accounting system 
oversight. 

We conclude these basic issues resulted in an unfair competition between OALC and 
private industry. In addition, based on our review it is worthy to note that the competing public 
depots have different estimating and accounting systems, varying abilities to comply with 



regulatory standarc i, few internal controls disciplining their individual processes, little control of 
their future worklclds and corporate cultures that focus on schedule and quality, not costs. 
Given the disparitic~. it is difficult to conclude that a competition in which fixed prices are 
projected several ye; s into the future, will be able to discern the most efficient or productive 
depot. Until the basic processes and systems at the depots are improved, we do not believe 
public versus public competition provides reliable cost data to decision makers. Therefore, we 
believe that assignment of workload to depots should be based on criteria other than or in 
addition to price compet:ition. If either public versus private or public versus public competition 
are to be conducted as a means of deciding  he source for depot maintenance, pre-award 
estimating and post-award accounting for costs must be improved at the public depots along with 
the ability to manage compliance. 
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EXECUTIVE SCJMMARY 
C-141 CENTER "i'ING BOX (CWB) COMPETITION 

CASE STUDY 

Coopers & Lybrand has reviewed the C141 Center Wing Box (CWB) competition and 
"subsequent contract performance. Three private f i i  and the Warner Robins Air Logistics 
Center (WR-ALC) compe:ted in a public versus private competition for the C141 CWE 
requirement. WR-ALC was selected and awarded contract F09603-93-C-0043 on December 12, 
1992, for a price of $62,189,3 19, including option years. The procuring activity was also 
WR-ALC with the Commander WR-ALC as souru: selection authority. In preparation for the 
competition, WR-ALC created separate "buyer" and "seller" teams, with appropriate restrictions 
placed on each. On the basis of numerous interviews and the examination of data, the reviewers 
are persuaded the integrit-y of the competition and source selection process was maintained 
despite the appearance of potential conflicts of intere:st. 

The C141 CWB solicitation required the sublmission of fm fixed prices for the base year 
plus three option years. The private competitors submitted fm fixed price offers that, if any one 
of the firms had received the award, the government would be legally obligated to pay only the 
conmct price for performsmce. The offer of WR-ALC, while represented as a fixm fixed price, 
was analogous to a cost re:imbursement offer. The government will be required to pay the full 
cost of performance, through one appropriation or mother. Given this disparity which strongly 
influences business risk between public depots and private companies, we believe incentives 
were created for WR-ALC to underestimate costs. Our interviews with both "buyer" and "seller" 
personnel and review of the planning data for the competition, provide a perspective that the 
WR-ALC seller felt great pressure to \in, proposing direct labor hours and rates that were not 
supported by past experience. 

In the C 141 CWB com~etition. as in other public vs private competitions, questions arose 
whether the desired "level playing fieldn was achieved. Our research supports the notion that a 
government procuring activity has no responsibility to eliminate or even mitigate existing 
advantages one competitor may have over another such as experience, location or organizational 
structure. As the C 14 1 d e p t  for over 20 years, the WR-ALC seller had inherent advantages over 
potential competitors for the CWB requirement that arose h m  its depot experience. The 
WR-ALC buyer had no ability to redress these inherent advantages. However, procurement 
regulations do require that government procuring activities take appropriate actions to preclude 
,mfair advantages in competitive situations. In its multiple roles, as requiring activity, depot and 
procuring activity, we have concluded that WR-ALC had unfair competitive advantages in the 
C141 CWB competition for the folIowing reasons: 

a As the assigned depot for the (214'1, aircraft were scheduled for induction into 
WR-ALC for other projects including Program Depot Maintenance (PDM) and a 
Paint project. These projects shared common tasks with the CWB including 
incoming inspections, aircraft buildup and functional check flights. The 



WR-ALC buyer, through a clause in the soIicitation, allowed the seller to charge 
the costs for common tasks to the other projects. This violates the Federal 
Acquisition Regulation and Cost Accounting Standards by eliminating the normal 
allocation of costs based on causalheneficial relationships. The benefit of this 
opportunity to share common costs amounts to between $7.1 and 513.0 million, 
depending upon the mix of aircraft inducted for CWB replacements. It surely is 
& in a competition to direct the only competitor who could essentially benefit 
fiom commonality to charge other projects, especially since the government and 
individual customers would benefit to the same extent !?om the commonality if 
these costs were allocated or charged based on a causaVbeneficia1 relationship to 
each of the projects, including the CWB. Were a private firm is able to achieve 
similar economies of scale among contracts, the h s  are required to allocate the 
costs among the contracts. The WR-ALC seller was also provided a price 
increase of $241,000, we believe inappropriately, when the mix of the first 5 
aircraft changed fiom that which the WR-ALC seller anticipated in its offer, 
though no schedule mix was provided as a condition for the pricing in the 
solicitation. 

b. While the competition was in process, WR-ALC performed a prototype and 3 trial 
CJVB installations on tooling and equipment bought for the contract requirement 
and installed at WR-ALC. While the prototype CWB installation can be 
rationalized as a verification of tooling, tlata and replacement kits, the trial 
installations during the competition provided extensive training. This opportunity 
was not afforded other competitors and allowed specific processes and procedures 
to be developed, beyond the data provided to all competitors. 

c. The Federal Acquistion Regulation and Cost Accounting Standards require 
private contractors to establish and maintain systems that enable the company, if 
awarded a contract. to comply with applicable regulations. DCAA audit reports 
prior to contract award addressed serious management deficiencies in estimating, 
accounting and internal controls at WR-ALC. In our opinion, if similar 
deficiencies were addressed at a private firm, the ability of the firm to manage and 
account for costs and fulfill its contract responsibilities would have been 
challenged. To the extent that system deficiencies impact proper charg~.~g of 
costs and similar criteria are not applied to public and private offerors, a clear 
competitive advantage is provided the public offeror, where all costs will be 
recovered. 

d. In order to reduce direct labor costs, WR-ALC proposed a direct labor workforce 
in whch approximately 54% of the empl.oyees are classified as temporary or 
non-permanent employees. This substantially reduces labor CON, specifically 
h g e  benefits. The practice raises sipficant issues regarding the maintenance 
of depot skills and capabilities. In the opinion of the reviewers, the acceptance of 
an offer fiom a private firm proposing to establish a workforce comprised of 54% 
temporaq workers would be questioned in the source selection and might not be 



acceptable for critical aircraft n:pairs. In this case, the source selection 
documentation did not address the issue. 

In the face of competition, WR-ALC developed a price offer that was not supported b:; 
data or experience. The initial offer was substantially lower (approximately 40%) than the $62.2 
million best and final offer (BAFO), which became the contract price. The increase between the 
two WR-ALC offers occurred when omissions and errors in the initial proposal were uncovered 
in the audits and addressed in discussions. Signiticant increases or decreases in prices between 
initial offers and BAF(3's normally lead to m j o r  source selection questions regarding the 
offeror's understanding of the requirement. In this case, it should have raised issues with regard 
to WU-ALC's ability to project and account for costs. The labor hours, direct and indirect rates 
proposed were significantiy lower than experience supports and that which is being charged 
C141 customers for non competitive projects. The clear objective of the WR-ALC seller team 
was "to winn. 

With 28 of the :scheduled 113 aircraft inducted for the CWB, a loss is being incurred, 
rnischarging of costs is 1'aking place and reports do not accurately reflect the program cost status. 
These points are exemplified by the following: 

a From the: applicable DMIF revenue and cost accounts through April 1994, costs 
incurred are $1 1,882,949 and revenues are $9,601,722. The cost accounts do not 
include $224,000 represented as costs accumulated manually after contract award 
and prior to the first aircraft induct.ion in April 1993. When added, this computes 
to a program loss of $2,505,227, through April 1994. The formal depot 
maintenance cost report for the same period, which only includes aircraft that 
have gone to final sales, reports a1 loss of $855,000 on costs of $2,499.000 and 
revenues of $1,644,000. 

b. The C14 1 PDM and CWB propuns have a total of 99,782 hours charged to a 
training ;account fiom April 1993 ,through May 1994. Of this total, 84,976 hours 
or 85.2% were charged by CWB, personnel. Interviews and a review of data 
confirms that substantial portions of those charges involve employee "on the job" 
training, with direct labor hours worked on the C141 CWB charged to the training 
account. This practice understates direct labor and indirect costs (overhead and 
G&A) where costs are based on direct labor hours. It results in cost &scharging. 
Our estimate is that the practice tias understated costs to date by approximateiy 
$3.0 rni1:lion on the CWB. 

c. Indirect costs are not being allocated properly, which understates the C141 CWB. 
costs. A review of 21 support organizations found 15 charging the C141 PDM 
Resources Contr0.1 Code (RCC) but not the CWB. Based on a preliminary review, 
at least 9 of the 15 support organizations should have substantial effort allocated 
to the C'A'B, which is directly benefitting fiom the support, including engineering, 
human resources~adminisuation and the productionJfinancial branch. This 
misalloc.ation understates production overhead on the CWB. 



d. The depreciation expense included in the BAFO was $704,355 annually. Our 
review questioned the methods of allocating depreciation expenses and other 
practices, including the application of very conservative useful life guidelines. In 
any case, depreciation expenses allocated to the C W  for the first 7 months of FY 
94 were $132,756, substantially below that which was proposed and sigmficantly 
less than appropriate. 

The contract award to WR-ALC resulting from the C141 CWB competition contains 
fixed prices for the basic requirement. In contrast, the Defense Management Industrial Fund 
(DMIF), which supports the C141 CWB work, operates under the principle of full cost recovery. 
This conflict between preestablished prices and full cost recovery provided the impetus to 
review the billing process. Based on our review of a sarnple of completed and in- process 
aircraft, an arms length billing relationship between the WR-ALC depot and its customers cuuld 
not be established. Where the buyer is paying with appropriated O&M funding, the b d s  were 
transferred to DMF in the form of advance payments prior to performance. Where the industrial 
funds are also the source of the buyers' funds, periodic billings or transfers were made with no 
consistent pattern and without relation to physical progress. We were unable to rationalize unit 
contract prices plus the price of government furnished material with the billings. This is 
inconsistent with the structured, arms length process requkd of private commercial f m .  The 
general pattern of performance, acceptance and payment was not established. It could not be 
determined what DMIF has or will receive for CWB work, including payments for those aircraft 
which are completed. 

In estimating its costs, the WR-ALC offer was based on professional judgements, uithout 
reliance on existing standards or actual performance data. The WR-ALC accounting systems do 
not provide true product costing. In our opinion, the basic systems nezessary to account for and 
manage costs in a reasonably comparable way with industry are not in place. Few internal 
controls exist. \L?lile the competition for the C141 CWB may have served well as a surrogate to 
achieve other management objectives, in our opinion it was unfair, costly and unnecessary. The 
offerors collectively incurred approximately $1 million in Bid and Proposal (B&P) expenses, 
most of which will be borne by the government. The administration of the contract outside of 
the normal depot process is estimated at S 1.5 million. The competition itself is estimated to have 
cost $1.8 million. WR-ALC enjoyed substantial inherent and constructed advantages in the 
C141 CWB competition. As a public entity it is not held to the basic estimating and accounting 
criteria required of private defense contractors. Therefore, subjective and objective comparisons 
between the public and private offers received on the C141 C:WB were practically impossible, 
whether based on price or best value. Although the disparity in proposed prices between 
WR-ALC and the lowest private firm is very significant, where public and private offerors are 
operating under different rules. the results of the competition do not provide any relative measure 
of productivity or efficiency. Rather, the sizable differences reflect aggressive pricing of a public 
depot. uithout the regulatory requirements, economic risks or penalties that a private firm would 
have to consider. 



We believe th;lt as the C141 depot, WIR-ALC was singularly in a position to achieve 
economies of scale by combining several C141 projects to reduce aircraft downtime and costs. 
Our review leads us to h e  conclusion that WR..ALC is the most economic source for the C141 
CWB, given its overvvh: lming advantages as the aircraft depot. However, WR-ALC does not 
have the systems, experience, txaining or internal controls that allow it to estimate costs and 
manage cost performance to specific objectives; similar to that required of a private h. The 
competition did not result in \X-ALC significantly improving systems or processes to reduce or 
even measure the cost!; of performance. It is cleiu the true costs of performance will substantially 
exceed the contract p~ice and in our opinion will only be determined by an incurred cost audit 
subsequent to perfornriance. Nevertheless, it is also the reviewers opinion that overall C141 
CWB costs would have been reduced if the project had been assigned or allocated to WR-ALC 
without incuning the casts of an unfair competition. 



INTRODUCTION 

In November 1951, Warner Rc'-ins Air Logistics Center (WR-ALC) recommended to the 
Air Force Logistics Command (AFLC) that it be authorized to conduct a public vs private 
competition for replacement of the C141 Center Wing Box (CWB). The decision to replace a 
sigzuficant number of C141 CWB's had been made in the late 1980's. This decision resulted in 
the award of contracts F09603-87-G-0741-0049 and F09603-89-C-2585 to Lockheed 
Aeronautical Systems in September 1989 to design a new Center Wing Box and tooling for the 
replacement, a data package, long lead forgings for main frames and 121 center wing box kits. 
The contracts were valued at approximately $149.5 million. The contracts also required 
Lockheed to perform a prototype installation to validate the design, tools, data and kits and also 
to provide technical support to WR-ALC in performing a prototype installation. The CWB kits, 
comprised of approximately 12,000 components, were delivered late 1991 through December 
1993. 

WR-ALC had been the assigned depot for the C141 aircraft for over 20 years. When 
authorization was received in late 1991 to compete the CWB installation, a substantial number of 
C141 aircraft were flowing through the depot annually for p r o m  depot maintenance (PDM), a 
paint project, a speedline project and other maintenance. ?he depot, based on its actions prior to 
the competition decision, anticipated that the CWB work would be assigned to WR-ALC. Three 
aircraft had been inducted to perform prototype and trial CWB installations in August 1991 
(aircraft 66-0 139), September 1991 (rtlrcraft 64-063 1) and November 1991 (aircraft 65-0269). 
Two matinddemating fixtures and other tooling were installed at WR-ALC. WR-ALC MIIS 

prepared to perform the requirement when the decision was made to compete. 

There are two basic funds used at WR-ALC; the Depot Maintenance Industrial Fund 
(DMIF) and the Weapon System Fund (O&M). DMIF is a revolving fund. Customers receive 
maintenance senices from the depot. The customer pays the bill, replenishing the DMIF's cash. 
O&M is an appropriated fund which finances those functions considered outside the depot, 
although O&M fhded  personnel also work uithin the product directorates. O&M costs are 
supposed to be allocated to depot projects on the basis of a causal/beneficial relationship. We 
determined that proper allocations are not taking place. 

The C 141 CWB case study involved an assessment of the policies, procedures and 
practices used by WR-ALC as both "buyer" and "seller" measured subjectively against what 
would be expected of a government buyer competing a requirement in industry and a commercial 
seller in responding to the requirement. We reviewed records and data provided by the WR-ALC 
"buyer" and "seller". We evaluated the regulatory requirements, accounting principles and 
practices involved with numerous issues. Since the source selection data is marked "Source 
Selection Sensitive," several reviewers signed non-disclosure statements. This report attempts to 
discuss the issues without revealing specific source selection sensitive or proprietary mformation. 
Access to Defense Contract Audit Agency (DCAA) reports was provided. The Air Force Audit 
Agency (AFAA) would not provide access to its draft audit on the C141 CWB. 



PLANNING FOR TIHE COMPETITION 

In preparation tbr the competition. WR-ALC separated itself into a "buyer" team that 
would represent the procuring activity and source selection authority and a "sellern team, which 
would respond to the solicitation, organize itself' for the competition and if awarded the contract, 
perform as the uinnir~g contractor. The Conmander, WR-ALC, was the Source Selection 
Authority (SSA) and essentially the leader of the buyer team. The head of the seller team was 
The Deputy, C141 Program. Based on a review of data and numerous interviews, the 
administrative separation of the buyer and seller appeared to be successful. It does not appear 
that infoxmation was exchanged between team members even though the separation forced 
people, who were accustomed to working together, to not share information. Subsequent to the 
C141 CWB competition, an Air Force Materiall Command (AFMC) policy was issued which 
would have precludeti the Commander, WR-ALC fiom serving as the Source Selection 
Authority. The revised policy would eliminate the appearance of a conflict of interest in future 
competitions, vthich exists when a depot acts as  a buyer and seller, with the Source Selection 
Authority as part of the buyer team. 

As the "buyer" team organized the solicitation and source selection, the "seller" team 
continued with what iit had been doing prior to the decision to compete. The seller team 
proceeded to complete! the CWB prototype and two trial installations. A fourth aircraft was 
inducted in January 15192, (aircraft 65-0276), fix another trial installation. The prototype and 
three t d  installations were completed between December 1991 and October 1992, after the 
decision to compete and during the conduct of  he source selection. The data for the prototype 
and trial installations are shown in Figure 1. 
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to competition, the buyer must ensure "cost realismn where the depot will in fact recover its full 
costs. 

A solicitation was issued on Ma 3h 26,1992, for the installation of 106 CWB's. Material, 
in the form of the kits being produced by Lockheed, was to be government furnished material 
(GFM) to the successful offeror. Three kits had been procured encompassing the CWB, the 958 
frame and wing station 77, which would be required for each CWB installation. 

The seller team at WR-ALC was comprised of knowledgeable production and financial 
personnel who, based on discussions and interviews, felt great pressure to win the competition 
for the depot. Despite extensive personal experience with the C141 program and the CWB - 
prototype/trial installation experience, they started with a "clean sheet of papern. The standards 
established for the C141 were not used, since they were believed to be overstated. The data on 
the prototype and trial installations also was not used because it reflected training and other 
inefficiencies. Essentially, labor was estimated based on professional judgement. Since the 
C141 had approximately eight different Resource Control Centers (RCC's), it was desirable to 
establish a single, separate RCC for the CWB. This was accepted by DCAA. The seller 
estimated overhead and general and administrative (G&A) expenses for the new RCC, again 
based on professional judgement. While the review of past experience, the development of new 
improved processes and a -questioning of methodologies are also desirable reactions to 
competition. such actions on the part of the seller place an additive burden on the buyer to ensure 
the results are reasonable or realistic, since the public depot will recover all costs. 

In contrast. the private offerors had far less opportunity for creativity. They were 
submitting fum fixed prices for the basic requirement. Two private firms developed their offers 
using the data package and limited historical experience on related aircraft projects. The 
companies approved indirect rates were used. The third private competitor, Lockheed 
Aeronautical Systems, used prototype hours excluding non-recurring hours, balanced uith a 
separate bottoms-up estimate using new production techniques.. It also established a separate 
production base for the project. 

THE SOURCE SELECTION 

The solicitation for 106 CWB innallations closed on M& 1 1, 1992. Offers were received 
from h ree  private firms: Lockheed, CTAS and AERO in addition to WR-ALC. The "buyern 
evaluated offers and conducted discussions with the offerors during June and July 1992, issuing 
clarification and deficiency requests. In August 1992, the solicitation was amended to increase 
the projected quantity fiom 106 to 113. Revised proposals were received in September 1992, 
followed by additional discussions with the offerers. At this time, DCAA also reviewed the 
WR-ALC offer and provided the RR-ALC buyer s i t h  its report and comments. On October 3 1, 
1992, a request for best and final offers (BAFO) was issued. WR-ALC's response to the BAFO 
was to substantially increase its price, reacting to the deficiencies and weaknesses addressed in 
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Labor &s were estimated based on ,a plan to employ a substantial number of 
"temporaryn workers. The use of the term "temporary" may be a misnomer, in that many of 
these workers are employed for 3 years or more. The approach reduces labor costs in that the 
h g e  benefits, which amount to approximately 20.54% of an employees pay, are partially 
eliminated. Temporary workers on the C141 CHrB comprise 54% of the workforce. Although 
this practice allows the depot to reduce labor costs and react to other hiring restrictions, it.raises 
other serious issues with regard to the maintenance of skills and capabilities. 







Production overhead was projected based on a separate Resource Conrrol Center f .r the 
CWB with the base being direct labor hours. Production overhead rates for mch of the cor:mct 
years are provided in Figure 4, with a contrast provided for the non-competitive C141 PDM: 

Figure 4 

Our review raises significant questions in allocating production overhead cost. Where 
O&M fimded people who support the C141 CWB contract are not being allocated to the 
program. the production overhead is being understated. We could not discern differences that 
would justify the disparite projections, other than the nature of the program, in that: CWB was 
competitive. PDM was noncompetitive and the allocation tables, which are intended to 
apportion indirect labor, are not current. 

The G&A pool encompasses all the production directorates and is allocated based on 
direct labor hours. To the extent that direct labor hours are understated. overhead and G&A are 
understated also. Our review indicates the G&A pool does not include all expenses as defined in 
Cost Accounting Standards (CAS) 4 10. A strong argument can be made that WR-ALC should 
use a cost input base versus direct labor hours in allocating G&A expenses. The G&A base and 
rates used in the WR-ALC offer are provided in Figure 5: 

Figure 5 

With regard to each of these major element of costs, the WR-ALC seller took a "new 
look" at what it was doing and priced aggressively. The review of data led us to conclude that 
changes to substantive processes or procedures generally did not pmipitate lower CWB 
estimates. Rather. the reductions reflected professional judgements and administrative changes, 
some of which are believed to be motivating or causing the mischarging of costs 
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during performance. It is significant indeed when the production overhead rate, for example, can 
differ by S1O.OO an hour between the PDM and (CWB projects, with the higher rate reflecting 
historical data and the lower rate reflecting judgement in the face of competition. Our review 
indicates the actual rate is likely to be somewhere between the competitive and sole source rates. 
Whatever it turns out to be, the government will paby. While the sales price, which is a composite 
of direct labor, material and indirect costs and represents what customers pay per hour was being 
substantially reduced for the CWB in the face of' competition, sales prices for the C141 PDM 
were increasing from $63.93 in FY 1992 to $81.2:! in FY 1994, an increase of 27%. It certainly 
can be argued that lower prices on the coonpetitive CWB and higher prices on the 
non-competitive PDM provides WR-ALC the opportunity in performance to achieve breakeven, 
albeit with the PDM subsidizing the CWB p r o p i .  The significant price increases on PDM 
reinforce the notion that competition on the CWB drove lower prices, not lower depot costs 
resulting fiom improved processes. 

COMPLIANCE WITH L,AW/REGULATION 

A review of the source selection documentaltion and i n t e ~ e w s  with persomei associated 
with both the buyer and seller teams, leads to the observation that as a public entity, the standards 
applied objectively and subjectively to WR-ALC viere different than would normally be applied 
to a private offeror under similar circumstances. These differences are exemplified by the 
following judgements and administrative actions, some of which are now causing costs to be 
mischarged: 

1. WR-ALC did not have an approved {estimating system. It was allowed to estimate 
the C141 CWB based on professional judgement, disregarding historical data. If 
WR-ALC could be held to a fm fixed price. the issue would be irrelevant. 
However. with WR-ALC as a pub1.i~ depot the government will assume its full 
costs. It should not be allowed to "buy in" any more than should a private fmn. 
The substantial price increase beween the initial offer and BAFO provided a 
strong indication that the WR-ALC estimating process was deficient. 

2. Actions taken by WR-ALC to redua: costs, including the use of a high pircentage 
of temporary workers, would nornually cause a source selection authority to 
inquire and question the practice. The record does not indicate the issue was ever 
addressed in the source selection. Normally, this would be a significant risk if 
associated. with a private fm under similar circumstances. 

3. At the time of the competition a review of the WR-ALC proposal and the methods 
used to develop the data suppons the observation that WR-ALC was not in 
compliance with the following FAR and CAS requirements: 



a TimekeeDlne - The system by which supervisors record thc hours for 
employees is generally not acceptable. As a result ~f audit cri~'cisms, the 
system was changed whereby employees initial theu time sbl ets every 
week. However, the system is not documented adequately and e lployees 
are not trained in its use. The employees continue to perceive this as an 
"attendance" system. reflecting how many horn  they worked. There is 
little understanding that time must be charged to tasks on which they are 
working and that by their initialing the time sheets, they are validating the 
record. For example, in a floor check an employee did not recognize that 
12 hours in the preceding two weeks were charged to training. In the 
pa* planners completed employee time sheets. Currently, fust line 
supewisors prepare the time sheets with employees reviewing and 
initialing entries. Proper labor charging is basic to the accurate recording 
of costs. While changes at WR-AIL have made the timekeeping system 
more acceptable, implementing procedures and employee understanding 
remains inadequate, approximately 14 months afier contract award. 

b. Internal C m  - The processes and procedures describing how 
transactions or exceptions are to be processed are poorly documented. 
Various transactions were found to be handled differently by several 
people at different times. There appeared no routine internal process to 
validate that appropriate actions were being taken. The absence of internal 
controls with a private contractor would be considered to increase 
performance risks. Production managers do not have visibility of what 
manual entries are made to systems which provide performance data. 

Deficlencles . . 
c. The WR-ALC accounting system was established to 

meet the government's needs as a public depot. Though it is believed to 
essentially comply uith the DOD Accounting Manual, which in some 
respects imitates the CAS, we find WR-ALC in non-compliance uith the 
following CAS standards: 

(1) CAS 403 - Requires allocation of home ofice expenses to 
segments of a business. We did not find any cost £ioaAFMC or 
other headquarters allocated to the C 14 1 -CWB in the proposal or 
in performance. - 

(2) CAS 402 - Requires consistency in allocating costs incurred for 
the same purpose. Direct labor costs are being reclassified as 
production overhead where direct labor hours are incurred but no 
earned hours are reported. 

(3) CAS 407 - Requires standard costs and related variances to be 
accounted for at the level of the production unit. Since standard 
labor costs are not entered into the books of account, variances are 



not accumulated in the accounting records nor are they allocated to 
the resource control centers. 

(4) CAS 410 - Requires a cost input base to be used to allocate G&A 
expenses to final cost objectives. UX-ALC is using a direct labor 
base. 

( 5 )  CAS 41 8 -  require,^ proper allocation of direct and indirect costs. 
The production overhead pool does not include all allocable 
expenses for the C 1 4 1 C WB. Direct labor costs are being charged 
to 'training, an overhead account. 

(6)  CAS 420 - Requires B&P expenses to be accumulated and 
allocated to final cost objectives on the same allocation basis used 
for G&A. This did not occur. 

The total impact of a CAS non-compliance or the continuing noncompliance cannot be 
quantified. Private contractors must have systenls and processes that achieve compliance, with 
non-compliances subject to questions regarding a contractor's "responsibilityn prior to award and 
equitable adjustments to price when non-compliances are discovered after award. This 
emphasizes, the point that private offerors have been required to comply with regulatory 
requiremenis. Public entities have not had the same requirements imposed. These differences 
should not be dismissed as unimportant in public versus private competition. Though changes 
have been made at WR-ALC, which would suplport the observation that the depot is currently 
closer to CAS compliance than it was at the time of the solicitation. non-compliances continue to 
exist that would be unacceptable for a private fiml. 

COST COMP.AFUl3ILITY 

Adjustments to the BX-ALC offer were made in accordance with the cost comparability 
handbook. In the pre-award environment, the record indicates that significant efforts were made 
to identify and address appropriate adjustments. While it can be argued that these adjustments 
cause public depots to be evaluated as though the:y were private companies, based on our review 
we conclude that the comparability concept fails in that the public depot does not meet 
regulatory requirements involving estimating, timekeeping, accounting, and allocation of costs. 
Comparability adjustments cannot be made for these basic deficiencies. It was also apparent that 
in the C141 CWB competition, ths comparability adjustments had no impact on the award 
decision. The adjustments were also not being implemented in all cases after award with 
appropriate charges to indirect cost accounts. 



CONTRACT PERFORMANCE 

As of May 31, 1994, 2 aircraft have been inducted for CWB replacement The 
estimated program requirement is for 1 13 CWB aircraft. Of the 28 aircraft inducted, 3 have gone 
to f d  sales, 7 are completed and have been returned to the customers with the accounts open 
for trailing costs, 2 have the CWB completed but are in storage awaiting wing panels and the 
iemaining 16 are in process. From the G072A report, costs incurred through April I994 are 
$1 1,882,949 and revenues are $9,601,722. An additional $224,000 has been recorded mazlually, 
which is a WR-ALC seller estimate of costs incurred between contract award and the first aircraft 
induction. This data was provided by CWB program personnel in Attachment 1. This computes 
to a loss of $2,505,227 based on the G072A reports, with no consideration to any cost 
mischarging which is taking place. This data is inconsistent with that being reported formally to 
,GMC. in accordance with current directives, which includes only those aircraft that have gone 
to fhal sales. The fonnd DMC cost report (Figure 6) for the period through April 1994 reports 
revenues as $1,644,000 and costs as $2,499,000 for a loss of $855,000. This fails to capture 
current information. Given the absence of documented procedures and internal controls, in 
reviewing performance data fiom month to month, it must be realized that the data does not 
reflect actual costs but allocated costs. In the opinion of the reviewers, WR-ALC is a sole source 
depot who's experience and systems are focused on schedule and quality. Production personnel 
are trying to manage cosrf without the necessary training or tools. The culture, discipline or 
procedures are not in place to properly manage the system costs. Many of the routine financial 
reports are adjusted manually. The production users generally did not know who made the 
adjusunents and why. The program people impressed the reviewers as very capable, dedicated 
and conscientious - but with few tools to pro-actively manage and little understanding of how the 
pieces of a very complex accounting system come together. The result is that costs are not being 
properly charged. The more significant mischarging is as follows: 

a Luug - Figure (7) represents training h o w  by month and cumulative fiom 
April 1993. the month the first C WB aircraj? was inducted under the contract. A 
total of 90.805 regular time training hours and 8,978 overtime training hours were 
charged to the C 14 1 program. Of these totals, 76,714 regular time hours (84%) 
and 8.265 overtime hours (92%) were charged by the C 14 1 CWB. 
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Our review of records, confirmed by inteniews. support the obsemation that substantial 
amounts of this training reflects hours worked on CR73 production and charged as "on the job" 
training. Supervisors made these determinations without employees always recognizing that 
time was being charged to training vice CWB production. Although it was noted earlier that 
54% of the CWB employees are considered temporiq employees, a one-time check on June 10, 
1994 determined that temporary employees also comprised 56% of PDM Branch "A" employees, 
55% of PDM Branch "C" employees and 37% of PDM Branch "D" employees. Therefore, the 
imbalance in training charged by CWB employees cannot -be rationalized by the comparative 
inexperience of the naffing. Rather, we beli'eve that direct labor has been mischarged to training 
to understate direct labor hours. Overhead and G&A are also understated on the CWB, which 
are based on direct labor hours. If it were assumed that the C141 CWB should not have more' 
hours charged to training than other C 14 1 projects, 8,299 h o w  would be rnischarged in FY 1993 
and 61,871 hours mischarged in FY 1994 to date. Using the applicable direct labor, overhead 
and G&A rates for each year. the approximate mischarging (excluding training dollars) would 
be: 



FY 1993 8,299 x 517.28 (DL) + 8,299 x 24.82 (OH) + 8,299 x 52.74 (GBA) = 5372,127 
FY 1994 61.871 x 518.04 (DL) + 61,871 x 25.32 (OH) + 61,8171 x 52.89(G&A) = S2.861.534 

53233.661 

Clearly, an action charging direct labor to training would be cost mischarging under a contract 
with a private fm, subjecting the company to potentially severe financial penalties. 

b. t c w  not um 21 support organizations were 
reviewed in the C141 management directorate. 15 were charging the C141 
PDM-RCC but not the CWB-RCC. Our review indicates that 9 of these 15 
organizations are providing direct benefit to the CWB including codes LJCR 
Human Resources/Administratior~, Code LJLE engineering branch and WCF 
production/financial branch. The misallocation of indirect costs understates 
production overhead expenses on fhe C 14 1 CWB (Figure 8). 

c. e w  included in the BAFO was $704,355 annually. 
Depreciation expenses allocated to the C 14 1 CWB for the first 7 months of FY 
1994 were $132,756, far less thim proposed and considered appropriate. The 
entire process of determining and allocating depreciation expense appears to be 
flawed, greatly undi-rstating that which should be allocated to the contract. A 
private fm is required to follow GAAP and IRS guidelines. 

With the limited management tools a.vailable, the CWB program personnel have 
addressed their responsibilities conscientiously. Five contract data requirements list (CDRL) 
reports were reviewed, with all reports being cornpliant with the requirement and made on time. 
The over and above requirements being negotia.ted on a case by case basis appear reasonable, 
with negotiated hours in line with other production processes. Program personnel are 
aggressively addressing issues, although authoriiry appears to be diffused with numerous people 
outside the program making decisions that impact costs and schedule. 

ACCOUNTING SYSTEMS 

The Depot maintenanceeoperations involved a network of 32 separate data systems as 
depicted by (Figure 9). While the network and system relationships are documented, the systems 
are very c6mplex. The interfaces, exception processing requirements, procedures and potential 
program management use of the systems products do not appear to be well understood. 

The system provides limited support to those responsible for managing program cost. 
schedule and performance. Based on interviews, program and production personnel have little 
knowledge of what files their inputs update or how exceptions are processed. Manual inputs are 
made without the users understanding how o:r why. Production directorate managers lack 
visibility on how costs in general and specifical1.y those on G035A are accumulated or allocated 
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to the Resource Control Center. The systems do ~ . o t  accumulate actual direct labor hours or 
costs. The system does not have documented, eEkctive controls. We do not believe the 
operations managers or supervisors have accurate co 2 data and thus are very limited in their 
abilities to identify and address performance problems. 

DOD policy requires industrial funds to establish sales prices that permit recovery of all 
expected costs. It also requires these sales prices to be established prior to the start of each fiscal 
year. Because sales prices are often based on assumptions that are made 3 years before the year 
in question, the relationship of these sales prices to the C141 CWB contract prices is considered 
important in evaluating the accountability of public depot performance. This relationship should 
be documented in the billing process. 

We took a sample of 4 aircraft to track CWB program funding and billings. The results 
of our reviews are that no correlation could be established between contract prices and periodic 
revenue recognition, program fhding and final billings. Clearly, an anns length buyerlseller or 
depot.customer relationship does not exist in the W i g  and billing processes. sample 
case was handled differently. Aircraft 670002, which has gone to final sales, had intra - DMlF 
billings periodically with a fmal debit adjustment to bring the billing in line with the contract 
price. The Government Furnished Material (GFM) with a FY 1994 DMIF price of $ 1 ,I 42,5 18, 
was billed at $49.00. This was recognized as a problem and meetings were held just prior to the 
review to address the problem. Aircraft Mi38076 had (1) billing dated April 30, 1994, for 
$548,498. Material had been billed at $1,142,5 18. For aircraft 6601 47 revenues are reported on 
G035A at $342,187. There were no billings to date on this aircraft. The fourth aircraft 660158 
had costs reported on G035A through April 1994 as $13,404. The billing was $96,912, as of 
April 30, 1994. Explanations of these cases were not provided. 

With a private firm, if progress payments are authorized as they normally would be, 
monthly billings are submitted to the administrative contracting officer (ACO) who approves the 
invoice for payment. Where an ovenun is being projected, as is the case on the C141 CWB, the 
ACO would normally apply a loss ratio to bring progress payments into line with physical 
progress. The billing process on the C141 CWB is not documented and each of the 4 aircraft 
sampled were processed differently, without adequate explanation. If the h d s  transferred to 

- DMIF reflect the budget vice the contract price, clearly d ~ e  price established by competition 
would be irrelevant. We could not determine exactly how the funding and billing process was 
being handled given the lack of documentation and the inability to have the specific examples 
explained. Where the process does not implement a documented arms length business 
relationship as intended by the competition, it deviates substantially from that required of private 
f m s .  



THE COSTS OF COMPETITION 

The competition for the C14 1 CWB was conducted over approximately 9 months. Each 
of the 4 offerors maintained dedicated teams to develop proposals and respond to contracting 
officer inquiries. These costs are charged to Bid and Proposal (B&P) and were estimated by the 
offerors at approximately $1 million. The WI1-ALC buyer provided data estimating the 
competition cost at $1.8 million. With the award of the CWB, a contract administration office 
was established. Its job is to negotiate the how3 for over and above tasks, verifL material 
deficiencies and perform other contract administration duties. The costs of this office and 
continued buyer support are estimated at $1.5 million over the life of the contract. Using the . . 
most conservative of these estimates $4 3 rmlllon was incurred to conduct the C141 CWB public 
vs private competition and to administer performance. This does not include estimates for any 
audits performed by DCAA or the Air Force Audit Agency, which may have otherwise not been 
performed. 

CONCLUSIIONS 

The C141 CWB competition was not fair in that one competitor WR-ALC had , 
overwhelming advantages, as follows: 

The ability to combine CWB efforts with other C141 projects, while charging 
common costs to the other projects. 

The opportunity to perform a prototype and three trial installations. 

The ability to ignore risk associatedl with proposing labor standards and costs that 
placed no reliance on existing standards or historical data. 

The ability to perform analogous to a cost type contract. While it is recognized 
that Air Force policy is to hold depots accountable for performing to the contract 
price, the systems do not track actuid cost. The system documentation and internal 
controls are inadequate to validate cost allocations. The managers do not haveathe 
tools to manage costs. 

a 

The ability to use existing accounting and reporting systems, which do not 
compIy with statutory and regulato~y requirements required of private firms. 

. The ability to disregard business risks. 

The potential benefits of competition in (determining the most efficient producer in the 
marketplace at points in time are clear. In the C141 CWB competition, private companies 



proposed firm fixed prices with systems established to comply with statutory and regulatory 
requirements. In contrasf WR-ALC's winning offer has in substance been converted to a cos, 
type contract and its systems do not and cannot comply with the same statuary and regulatop 
requirements. The offers were not comparable. While the coa comparability handbook required 
the WR-ALC buyer to address some marketplace costs that a depot would not propose, it cannot 
address the basic problems associated with business risk, accounting and estimating systems and 
the proper charging of costs. Comparability adjustments also cannot address the fact that 
WR-ALC, as a public depot, bas not previously been requind to comply with Generally 
Accepted Accounting 'Principles (GAAP), &st Accounting Standards (CAS), the Federal 
Acquisition Regulation (FAR), or compete in the marketplace. 

Based on the data we reviewed and interviews, we believe adequate infoxmation was 
available up-front before the competition decision to conclude that WR-ALC, as the C141 Depot, 
could combine the CWB with other projects to provide substantial benefits to squadron 
customers both in saving aircraft downtime and costs. Similar potential did not exist in industry. 
The competition was an expensive surrogate to achieve real or imagined benefits that perhaps 
could have been addressed by training, improved systems, modem project management tools and 
increased management orientation to the cost of performance. Any claims that substantial 
savings have been achieved as a result of the competition are questionable. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
NUCLEAR ATTACK SUBMARINE DOCKING SELECTED 

RESTRICTED AVAILABILITY COMPETITIONS 
CASE STUDY 

Naval Sea .Systems Command (NAVSEA) conducted a series of publidprivate 
competitions for ship repairs in the 1992 - 1993 time b e .  Only one public shipyard was 
authorized by NAVSEA to participate in each competition to avoid pitting one agaihst another. 
The shipyard selected for our review was Norfolk Naval Shipyard (NNSY). Work performance 
for the 'competitions was resbricted to fhe Norfolk area due to home port considerations; 
therefore, Newport News Shipbuilding and Dry Dock Company was the sole private sector 
competitor. 

N'NSY participated in four competitions involving Docking Selected Restricted 
Availabilities (DSRA's) and lost each one to Newport News Shipbuilding. We selected the three 
attack sl!bmarine (SSN) DSRA competitions for our case study. The SSN DSRA's were 
scheduled to be completed in two months and covered a series of tasks identified in the RFP's 
statement of work by a Ship Work Line Item Number (SWLIN). The procuring activity, 
NAVSEA, requested a firm fixed price for DSIU Preparations (CLM 0001) and for DSRA 
Execution (CLM 0003). The fixed price covered all material with the exception of material 
furnished by the government as a part of a Ship Alteration (SHIPALT). 

In addition to normal cost or pricing data required of public depots, NAVSEA required 
NNSY to compare its mandays and material cost proposals against the actuals reported for the 
same SWLM's performed in a previously assigned SSN DSRA. NAVSEA also required NNSY 
to support its manyear rate proposal based on adjustments from the data used to negotiate its 
approved OSD budget manday rates. 

In December 1992, NAVSEA issued solicitation number N00024-93-R-8506 to NNSY 
and to Newport News Slipbuilding for the USS iILBANYs DSRA. NNSY and Newport News 
submitted their initial proposals in January 199:3. BAFO's were submitted in July 1993 and 
Newport News was the low offeror by 9% at a pnlce of approximately S8.2M. 

NNSY became more aggressive in its next proposal for the USS NORFOLK DSRA 
competition. Newport News Shipbuilding won lby less than three percent. NNSY then pulled 
out all the stops in its manday rate and manday estimates in the competition for the USS 
JACKSONVILLE and FINBACK DSRA's. NNSY was, in fact, the low offeror until NAVSEA 
applied a cost realism adjustment of %3.4M to its BAFO. The adjustment added over $90/day to 
the shipyard's proposed rate, driving the r a t e  almost to its OSD budget level of over 
$427/manday for repairs. Newport News displaced NNSY as the low offeror and won. 



NAVSEA went to great lengths to level the playing field in structuring its DSRA 
competitions to counteract the fact that the public shipyard, NNSY, was not, in the long run, 
proposing costs on the same basis as the private yard. Unlike the private shipyard, NNSY would 
be reimbursed for actual costs incurred in excess of the contracts' firm fixed prices during 
execution. As a result, NNSY was required to present cost and performance detaiIs in its 
proposals designed to allow the procuring contracting offifc:r (PCO) to perform cost realism 
analyses. The private yard was not. 

NNSY gave credence to NAVSEA's cost d i s m  requirements by proposing downward 
adjustments to its manday rates which appeared to go well beyond the shipyard's ability to 
achieve. From our vantage point, the manday rate at $371.20 was understated by at least $26/&y 
for the ALBANY proposal. The rates proposed for the next two competitions at approximately 
$330 and f335fmanday respectively were not realistic. From the shipyard's own perspective, it 
pushed the estimating envelope as hard as it could with each successive proposal in an attempt to 
win the contract from Newport News Shipbuilding and Dry Dock Company. In reaction to what 
it considered unachievable pricing, NAVSEA applied a cost realism adjustment to the 
JACKSONVILLEEMBACK proposal and displaced NNSY as the apparent low offeror. In our 
opinion, there was room to apply a con realism adjustment on the ALBANY and NORFOLK 
proposals as well, but there was no need to since Newport News Shipbuilding was the low 
offeror for both competitions. 

NNSY was competing against a private yard with a contract manday rate of about 
$370/day. In comparison, NNSY's budget rate for non-nuclear repain was approximately 
S427lday before recoupment.' The shipyard was not an experienced competitor against the 
private sector and has a cost accounting system designed to account for and recover costs under . 

the Defense Business Operating Fund (DBOF). It was much easier for Newport News 
Shipbuilding to compete in this environment than NNSY. 

Competition in this environment was made more difficult by the fact that NNSY does 
not control its own destiny in terms of missions assigned, facilities retained or added for 
mobilitation purposes, or the speed by which costs can be saved from personnel actions such as 
reductions in force. Given the conduct of the SSN DSRA's, we could not determine if legitimate 
manday rate differences were properly presented or considered. 

Lastly, profits and losses in the private sector are normally taken in the year in which they 
occur. This is not the case with public yards operating under DBOF which adjust manyear rates 
up or down to account for losses or gains incurred in prior years and, more recently, fiom other 
public shipyards. NNSY, for example, advised that its FY1995 stabilized rates include a 
recoupment factor of some S175/manday, most of which is to cover losses fiom other shipyards. 
Resuming competition with a manday rate of over $600/day in the case of NNSY will serve no 
purpose without NNSY being allowed to propose maday rates and prices that reflect its planned 
performance, excluding recoupment costs applied to its rates by higher authority. 

- 
1 Recoupment refers to the Navy Comptroller's adjustment applied to the shipyard's manday rate to recover 
losses fiom the previous year. 



INTRODUCTION 

Naval Sea Systems Command conducted ;a series of publidprivate competitions for ship 
repairs in the 1992 - 1993 time frame under the purview of the Cost Comparability Handbook. 
Only one public shipyard was authorized by NAVSEA to participate in each competition to 
avoid pitting one against another. The shipyard selected for our review was Norfolk ~ a v a l  
Shipyard (NNSY). Work performance for the competitions was restricted to the Norfolk area 
due to home port considerations; therefore, Newpart News Shipbuilding and Dry Dock Company 
was the sole private sector competitor. 

NAVSEA was the activity for a series of four publidprivate competitions 
involying five ships in which Norfolk Naval Shipyard (NNSY) was a participant. Each of the 
competitions involved a Docking Selected Restric:ted Availability (DSRA). None were won by 
NNSY. 

USS ALBANY (SSN-753) Newport News Shipbuilding 
USS NORFOLK (SSN-714) Newport News Shipbuilding 
USS FMBACK (SSN-670)* Newport News Shipbuilding 
USS JACKSONVILLE (SSN-699)* Newport News Shipbuilding 
USS HANCOCK OD-98 1) Newport News Shipbuilding 

Note: The DSRA work for USS FMBACK and USS JACKSONVILLE 
were competed as one package by NAVSEA. 

Four more publicfprivate competitions involving NNSY were canceled as a result of DoD's 
decision to discontinue public versus private competition. Subsequently, two of the four 
canceled SSN DSRA's were assigned to NNSY and two were assigned to Newport News 
Shipbuilding and Dry Dock Company. 

The three SSN DSRA competitions are the subject of this case study. The details of the 
competition for' USS ALBANY (SSN-753) under RFP N00024-93-R-8506 were used as the 
basis for reviewing NNSYs estimating process, including the yard's rate structures and labor 
hour allocations. The remaining competitions demonstrate the sequential, albeit unsuccessful, 
steps taken by NNSY to outbid Newport News Shipbuilding. 

NNSY's competitive data were obtained for each of the SSN competitions fiom initial 
offers through the best and frnal offers (BAFO's). The details of the USS HANCOCK 
competition were not reviewed. Reviews were conducted of mTSk"s overhead and G&A rate 



structures and allocations and the shipyard's labor hour estimating and recording practices. Shop 
visits and interviews with key proposal, financial and production personnel were also conducted. 
The yard's methods for projecting and negotiating stabilized rates under the Defense Business 
Operating Fund (DBOF) were a key to its DSRA proposals. Therefore, stabilized rates were 
examined in depth, particularly the mix of NNSYs shop work and the projected workload 
changes used to develop the l l l y  burdened manday rates proposed to NAVSEA. 

Newport News Shipbuilding contract award information for the SSN DSRA's was 
provided by the staff of Supenisor of Shipbuilding, (SUPSHIP) Newport News. Indepth 
discussions of the private yard's DSRA performance were held with the Administrative Project 
Officer and repair office personnel. Source selection documentation at NAVSEA bas not 
reviewed nor were the results of X A A  reviews. 

STRUCTURE OF THE SOLICITATIONS 

The SSN DSRA's were scheduled to be performed in two months and covered a series of 
specified tasks to be performed which were identified in the RFP's statement of work by a Ship 
Work Line Item Number (SWLM). NAVSEA requested a firm fixed price for DSRA 
preparations (CLM 0001) and for DSRA execution (CLIN 0003). The fixed price covered all 
material with the exception of material to be provided as government fiunished as a part of a ship 
alteration (SHIPALT) package. (Documentation in CLM 0002 was not to be separately priced.) 

The number of mandays, a l l l y  burdened labor rate./manday and the cost of material 
were to be identified and evaluated for each SWLM contained in the work package as well as the 
breakdown and rationale supporting overhead and G&A rates. In addition, NAVSEA required 
NNSY to justify its prices by comparing the mandays and material costs proposed against the 
actuals reported for the same SWLN's performed in a previously assigned SSN DSRA. 

NAVSEA also required NNSY to support its overhead and G&A rate positions based on 
adjustments taken fiom the costs and mandays NNSY used to approve its OSD stabilized budget 
rates. For example, if the OSD budget for FY94 was based on an annual workload at NNSY of 
200,000 mandays and the shipyard's ALBANY proposal was based on an annual workload of 
250,000 mandays, then NNSY would have to present and defend its rationale for the additional 
50,000 mandays in its proposal. The same justification would have to be presented if business 
base projections used for G&A and overhead rate calculations were different in the proposal 
fiom the OSD budget data. ( NAVSEA elected to apply its own assessment of Cost 
Comparability Handbook (CCH) adjustments for the ALBANY competition rather than allow 
NNSY to propose adjustments as indicated in the handbook. The cost comparability factors 
selected by NAVSEA were 1.0564 for NNSY and 1 .0134 for Newport News Shipbuilding. We 
did not examine the supportability of this assessment andlor its compliance with CCH since the 
adjustment did not play a role in deciding the winner of the competition.) 



USS ALBANY (SSN-753) IISRA COMPETITION 

In December 1992, NAVSEA issued solicitation number N00024-93-R-8506 to NNSY 
and to Newport News Shipbuilding for ALBANY'S DSRA work. NNSY submitted its proposal 
in accordance with the RFP by 29 January 1993 as did Newport News. During the evaluation, 
NAVSEA took exception to some of the OSD budget costs which NNSY eliminated fiom its 
proposal and to the workload forecast by NNSY. .As a result, NNSY revised its cost proposal (at 
NAVSEA's direction fiom NNSYs perspective)) in i t .  BAFO submitted on 14 July 1993. 
Restructuring was minimal (an upward adjustment of less than one percent) and had little affect 
on the award. As shown in Figure 1, Newport Ne:ws was the low offeror by 9%. 

Mandays Bid 

Manday Rate 

Total Cost 

Material Prices' 
1 Newport News a 

-- 
NEWPCIRT 

NEWS - 
20,194 - 

$369.93 

aterial prices dc 
I chart. Total Cost differences an thus somewhat overstated. I 

NNSY 

21,489 

$371.20 

$8,936,728 

$959,937 

In execution, Newport News completed the ALBANY DSRA at a cost of roughly $12.0 
million with 11 change orders still to be defini6zx:d as of September 1994. SUPSHIP personnel 
attribute the growth in cost exclusively to increases in scope for three new SHIPALTS and 
considered cost controls on the original workload scope to be excellent. Contract prices were 
believed by SUPSHIP to represent a substantial savings over assigned non-competitive DSRA's. 

NNSY 
DELTA 

+6.4% 

+0.3% 

+9.0% 

+32.3% 

MATERIAL COST ESTIMATES 

not include profits in this 

Material differences in the ALBANY proposal, while substantial, represented only S234K 
out of a total difference of approximately S741K. Material differences in the proposal for the 
DSRA's for USS JACKSONVILLE and USS FMBACK also did not make a difference in which 
yard won the competition. This was not the case in the NORFOLK competition where the 
difference in the material cost proposals was more than enough to swing the award to Newport 
News. 



- - 

Figure 2 

As noted in Figure 2 above, Newport News consistently underbid NNSY on material costs. 

MANDAY RATE ESTIMATING FOR USS ALBANY 

- 

The difference in the NNSY and Newport News proposals for the ALBANY DSRA was 
not quite as close as the BAFO margin shown in Figure 1. In our estimation, NNSYs proposed 
manday rate of $371.20 was understated by at least $26/day because of costs being exempted 
h r n  the proposal which were not consistent with the Con Comparability Handbook (CCH) and 
because of the win rate used by the shipyard for hture competitions. NNSY exempted the 
following costs fiom its proposal in accordance with the oon exemptions listed in a study done 
by Long Beach Naval Shipyard study dated 22 May 1990: 

NNSY 
DELTA 

+32.2% 

+38.0% 

+23.8% 

Traumatic Leave and Injury $4.4 million 
Pa)~ments to NAVFAC for supervision & overhead 2.0 
Crane Inspection 2.2 
Other 2.Q 
Total Exemptions $1 0.6 million 

NNSY 

$959,937 

$1,155,017 

S1.383.719-a 
$3,647,525 

MATERIAL BAFO's 

ALBANY 

NORFOLK 

JAXEINBACK 
TOTALS 

These cost exemptions are not excludable under the CCH and are comparable to identical or like 
costs that would be incurred by a private competitor. Accordingly, the ALBANY manday rate 
was understated for these factors by about $8/&y and proposed costs by some $172,000. 

NEWPORT 
NEWS 
$725,763 

$837,000 

$2,946,482 

Zn addition, NNSY proposed lower overhead and G&A costs per manday than those 
contained in the OSD rate, overstating its business base by predicting it would win all of the 
competitions in which it would be participating. (By using a 100% win rate, the shipyard 
increased the number of mandays to be worked by some 2096 over the mandays used to establish 
the OSD rate.) If a more modest win assumption had been used , 50% for example, then the 
ALBANY rnanday rate would have increased by about $1 8fday and proposed costs would have 
increased by approximately $389,000. Indirect-to-direct expense ratios for the additional 
mandays won in competition we= also estimated at a lower rati.1 than the indirect to direct 



expense ratio reflected in the OSD budget submis.sion. We did not estimate the cost impact of 
the lower ratio. 

Based on our assessment, the addition of S26/day to NNSY's proposed manday rate 
would bring the rate to within about %30lday or 7% of its OSD budget repair manday rate of 
S427.36. Most of the $30/day difference is because the mix of cost centers performing the 
ALBANY work was less expensive than the mix contained in the OSD budget rate. In addition. 
the proposed rate. reflected the ability of the supervisors to lower labor costs through such 
devices as work assignments by wage gradi and overtime controls. We reviewed the methods 
used to estimate mandays by shop by SWLIN and took no exceptions to this technique. We also 
took no exceptions to the rate adjustments for improved supervisory controls. 

MANDAY ESTIMATIN(S FOR USS ALBANY 

The estimate of 2 1,489 mandays proposed for the ALBANY DSRA appeared to be 
reasonable, especially when compared to the standard of 20,000 mandays used by the customer. 
Commander, Submarine Forces. U.S. Atlantic Fleet, to budget for SSN DSRA's. We also noted 
that attempting to compare DSRA mandays among boats or by SWLM, was not feasible without 
expert insight into the detaiIs of the work actually performed. For example, we examined 16 
SWLM's cited in the ALBANY statement of work which had been performed on the 1991 
BATON ROUGE DSRA and 1989 RICKOVER DSRA.' Mandays for only two of the 16 
SWLNs were within 10% of each other for the nvo completed boats; seven of the 16 completed 
SWLM's differed by more than 20%. 

We also tried to compare mandays incux~ed on prior DSRA's with those proposed for 
ALBANY with similar results. Mandays incimed varied from 12,905 for a two month 
availability for USS FLYING FISH to 27,685 rnimdays incurred for a three month availability 
fix USS RICKOVER. The average mandays for the nine DSRA's were 18,884. Five incurred 
I::ss mandays than the 20,000 manday customer's budget standard. Four were higher. 

USS NORFOLK, JACKS0NVILL:E AND FINBACK PROPOSALS 

NNSYs estimating for the ALBANY proposal was relatively conservative. The shipyard 
was much more aggressive in estimating its manday rates in the next competition but still Ion the 
USS NORFOLK (SSN-7 14) DSRA work by less than three percent as shown in Figure 3: 

2 A docking SRA o c c m  once every four years, th'us the reason for having to use 1990191 data to compare 
SSN availabilities. 



Figure 3 

NNSY then became very aggressive in structuring its manday rates and mandays for the 
. combtition covering the DSRA's for USS JACKSONVILLE (SSN-699) and USS FINBACK 

(SSN-670). The shipyard was, in fact, the low offeror with a price of $13.9 million until 
NAVSEA made a con realism adjustment of almost $3.4 million to the shipyard's offer on the 
basis of a DCAA desk audit of the shipyard's costs. To the best of our knowledge, NNSY was 
not given the opportunity to discuss andlor negotiate this adjustment. The manday rate 
adjustment displaced NNSY as the low offeror and Newport News won the competition by about 
4% as shown in Figure 4: 

Figure 4 

NNSY 
DELTA 

+9.6% 

- 12.0% 

+2.5% 

+38.0% 

The NAVSEA adjustment added $90.64 to W S Y s  manday rate, raising it to a rate 
almost the equal ofNNSYs FY94 OSD budget manday rate for repair work of $427.36/day. The 
FY94 repair rate with re- was %449.76/day. Mandays apparently were not questioned. 
NNSY did not protest the adjustment to the best of our knowledge. 

NNSY 

23,695 

$329.68 

S8,967,048 

$1,155,017 

USS NORFOLK 
BAFO 

Mandays Bid 

Manday Rate 

Total Cost 

Material Costs 

NEWPORT 
NEWS 

21,417 

$369.16 

S8,743,275 

$837,000 



D C M  INVOLVEMENT 

DCAA's involvement in the hWSY public vs. private competitions was considerably less 
than that with Army and Air Force competitions. NAVSEA did not request that DCAA perform 
on-site reviews of any of the shipyard's price proposals. Instead, DCAA's Capital Branch, 
performed cost realism reviews of selected NN!SY submitted cost estimates. This procedure 
entailed desk reviews of NNSY proposal packages and the use of cost history available within 
NAVSEA files to evaluate proposed costs. These cost realism reviews were not performed on all 
of NNSYs price proposals. 

TIME RECORD ,4CCOUNTING 

An informal check concerning the accwicy of the time record accounting system was 
performed. Employees no longer fill out timecards; this function is performed by the foremen 
using the automated administrative tool called SUPDESK. Shipyard personnel state that 
SUPDESK and other initiatives have increased the accuracy of time accounting significantly 
over the past several years. Continued improvements were considered necessary and were 
expected. 

The shipyard is operating under the Costl!Schedule Control System (CSCSS), the formal 
project cost accounting system that all the shipyiuds were directed to implement by NAVSEA. 
The genesis is Department of Defense Instruction. 5000.2 which was initially developed by DoD 
for management of major defense programs. The shipyards are monitored by NAVSEA for 
compliance to this system. Since the shipyard did not win any of these competitions, a review of 
performance reporting could not be conducted. 

NNSY is also changing the philosophy it uses to manage ship overhaul work. This 
change has been evolving over the past several ye:ars fiom a trades and shop managed concept to 
a new management approach called BAIM (Baseline Automated Lndustriai Management) which 
empowers an overhaul superintendent with total management control over budgets, labor, and 
schedule. BAIM had no impact on the proposals c5scussed in this study. 

RECOUPMElNT RATES 

NNSY personnel were not optimistic regarding their ability to compete successfully for 
business. Losses incurred by other yards were claimed to have added about $143/manday to 
NNSY's FYI995 stabilized rate. Its overall rate with that adjustment exceeds $600/manday, a 
rate at which NhTSY believes it cannot compete for scarce customer dollars, particularly since 
customer budgets have not been adjusted to make this rate affordable. 



NAVSEA went to great lengths to level the playing field in structuring its DSRA 
competitions to counteract the fact that the public shipyard, NNSY, was not, in the long run, 
proposing costs on the same basis as the private yard. Unlike the private shipyard, NNSY would 
be reimbursed for actual costs incurred in excess of the cantracts' fixed prices during 
execution. As a result, NNSY was required to present c:ost and performance details in its 
proposals designed to allow the contracting officer to perform cost realism analyses. The private 
yard's offer was a fum fmed price. Cost realism was not performed. 

NNSY reacted to NAVSEA's cost realism requirements by proposing downward 
adjustments to its manday ktes  which'appeared to go well beyond the shipyard's ability to 
achieve. We believe the manday rate at $371.20 was understated by at least $26/&y for the 
A L h N Y  proposal. The rates proposed for the next two competitions at approximately $330 
and S335lmanday respectively were not realistic. 

From the shipyard's own perspective, it pushed the estimating envelope as hard as it codd 
with each successive proposal in an attempt to wrest the contract from Newport News 
Shipbuilding and Dry Dock Company. In reaction, NAVSEA eventually applied a cost realism 
adjustment to the JACKSONVILLEFMBACK proposal which displaced NNSY as the apparent 
low offeror. In our opinion, there was room to apply a cost realism adjustment on the ALBANY 
and NORFOLK proposals as well, but this was unnecessary since Newport News Shipbuilding 
was the low offeror for both competitions. 

NNSY is competing against a private yard with a contract manday rate of about 
S370lday. In comparison, NNSY's OSD budget rate for non-nuclear repairs was approximately 
S427lday before recoupment. The shipyard was not an experienced competitor against the 
private sector and has a cost accounting system designed to account for and recover costs under 
the Defense Business Operating Fund (DBOF). It was much easier for Newport News 
Shipbuilding to compete in this environment than NNSY. 

Competition in this environment was made more difficult by the fact that NNSY does 
not control its own destiny in terms of missions assigned, facilities retained or added for 
mobilization purposes, or the speed by which costs can be avoided from personnel actions such 
as reductions in force. 

Lastly, profits and losses in the private sector are normally taken in the year in which they 
occur. This is not the case with public yards operating under DBOF which adjust manyear rates 
up or down to account for losses or gains incurred in prior years and. more recently, from other 
public shipyards. NNSY, for example, advised its FY 1995 stabilized rates include a recoupment 
factor of some $1 75/manday, most of which is to cover losses fiom other shipyards. Resuming 
competition with a manday rate of over $600/day in the case of NNSY 1111 serve no purpose 
without considextion being given to not requiring depo~s to include in its proposed prices 
recoupment of p. ior year losses. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMnIARY 
-3488 T A W  RETRIEVER TRAN!SMISSION AND FIND DRIVES 

CASE STUDY 

Coopers & Lybrand reviewed the Anniston Army Depot's participation in the public 
-;ersus private competition program. The Depot was selected by the Department of the Army to 
compete on two maintenance contracts. the M88 Tank Retriever transmission and final drives, 
and was the successful offeror on both. 

The objective of our study was to evaluate the depot's estimating process, the integrity of 
its accounting system and related internal controls. A corollary objective was to compare their 
2stirnating and accounting practices with those in industry, noting regulatory and other . 
~jifferences that might impact the competition program. In addition, we were asked to provide 
obsenlations regarding the source selection process. 

The depot was inadvertently provided c1:rtain unfair advantages at the very start of the 
source selection process. These advantages had the potential to seriously compromise the 
competition and undermine its fairness in the eyes of observers. We do not believe, however, 
that they impacted the integrity of the source selection. The Depot inappropriately received 
advance notification of the programs to be competed thus permitting it more time over its 
qompetitors to plan its strategy and prepare its proposal estimates. In addition, the Request For 
Quotations (WQ) statement of work for the tm~srnission contained ambiguities that resulted in 
sipficant disparities between the depot and its private competitor in the estimated costs for 
material. The ambiguity dealt with whether certain transmission parts should be r e p l a d  with 
new or refurbished materials. The depot offered refurbished parts; the private competitor, whose 
material estimate was seven times larger, offered new parts. This issue was not clarified during 
negotiations. In this case we do not believe these issues had a material impact on the source 
seiection. However. they have the potential of directly impacting the red and perceived fairness 
ofthe competition. They also could invite protests, which would delay performance and increase 
costs. 

The realization that costs will be absorbed by other programs, coupled with the desire to 
keep work in house, provide Anniston with incxntives to understate proposal estimates. The - - 
Defense Contract Audit Agency (DCAA) reviews of the initial proposal submissions disclosed 
significant understated costs. DCAA recommended and ~ n n i s t o i  concurred in adjustments 
which resulted in increases to proposal estimates. The increases nearly doubled the initially 
proposed overhead. DCAA did not comment or1 labor hours, since this was not in their area of 
expertise, but our study disclosed that proposed hours were more than 50 percent lower than 
prior history on identical or similar maintenance projects. The magnitude of such productivity 
gains are generally unheard of within private industry. If accurately recorded, actual hours on the 
transmission and find drive would substantially t:xceed proposed hours. 



The skill and experience of depot personnel preparing dl!: cost estimates were 
considerably below that of their private industry counterpa.ts. Their knc wledge of FAR, CAS 
and proposal preparation techniques was deficient. As a consequence, substantive errors and 
sipficant CAS noncompliances were detected and reported by DCAA. 

The depot's timekeeping and labor charging systems are unreiiable. Employees do not 
validate their time charges. Supervisors, who enter time charges for employees, are subjected to 
performance appraisals related to work efficiency or achieving standards. Based on our 
observations, it appears that meeting standards take precedence over charging accuracy. The 
rnischareing on the programs reviewed was widespread. As a minimum, new internal controls 
need to be established over timekeeping, supervisors have to be trained on proper timekeeping 
practices, and comprehensive floor check audits need to be instituted to detect and report 
rnischarging. 

The depot's overhead structure is sound. With the exception of building depreciation, we 
found no substantial costs missing fiom overhead pools, and we believe the basis for charging 
costs to specific p l s  was reasonable. However, the p d c e  of allocating all indirect costs to 
projects on a direct labor hour base sigmficantly distorts corn. This occurs because of the 
substantial material content of depot maintenance workload. The exclusion of such costs fiom 
overhead distribution bases leaves little assurance that accurate job costing is being 
accomplished. 

Depots are subject to the CAS standards contained in DoD 7220.9M, the DoD accounting 
manual. These standards are less stringent than those imposed on industry. For example, CAS 
404 and 409, dealing with depreciation, and promulgated by the Cost Accounting Standards 
Board, are treated differently in DoD 7220.9M. This permits depots greater latitude in 
determining the capitalized value of assets, usefuI lives and residual values. 

Depots are not required to submit disclosure statements u-hich allows them to effect 
accounting changes during contract performance. This can mask conuact overmns. Industry 
competitors are prevented fiom making such changes without submitting cost impact studies and 
effecting appropriate contract adjustments. 

DCAA audit reviews and our study noted numerous CAS noncompliances. The 
noncompiiances with CAS 401, 41 0 and 4 1 8 , all of which ate part of DoD 7220.9M, dealt with 
how the depot estimated and accumulated costs. These violations occur because the depot does 
not appear to have personnel knowledgeable with CAS, which in nrm is not an integral part of 
the Depot's accounting regimen. A m y  Regulation 37, the Depot's accounting "guidebook", does 
not delineate the standards as does the FAR or DoD 7220.9M. 



INTRODIJCTION 

The Anniston Army Depot dates back tlo 1942 when it first operated as an ordnance 
depot. In 1952 it was selected to perform a maintenance mission and eventually evolved to the 
U.S. Army's major facility for the maintenance and rebuild of tanks and other heavy axmored 
vehicles. 

In 1992 the Depot became a major participant in public versus private competition and 
.was successful in winning competitions on two programs previously performed at the depot as 
part of its normal "core" maintenance mission. 13e  two successful competitions were the M-88 
Transmissions and Final Drives. The total value of the Firm Fixed Price portions of the awards 
amounted to approximately $1.4 million. Related cost reimbursable work for "over and above" 
c'ffort totaled approximately $442 thousand. 

The M-88 .transmission work is complete while the final drive is nearly complete. Of the 
172 final drives under the contract 132 are finished while an additional 28 are in process as of 
August 1, 1994. The proposed versus the recorded incurred costs for the fixed price portion of 
the transmission are: 

ProDosed Incurred 
Direct Labor $ 288.107 S 298,217 
Material 355,767 369,962 
hdirect Costs 412.656 429.361 
Total Cost Sr.056.530 s&t&uw 

For the fixed portion of the final drive proposed versus recorded incurred costs through 
August 1. 1994 are: 

ProDosed 
Direct Labor $ 83,857 
Material 114,148 
Indirect 127.529 
Total Cost %325.534 

C 

While this data would indicate reasonable performance, because of cost mischarging it is 
misrepresentative of actual performance. 

The depot also participated in a public vs;. public competition after the Base Realignment 
and Closure Commission directed the closure o:f the Sacramento Army Depot. It was decided 
that the Sacramento Army Depot workload would be distributed based on competitions between 
the Air Force's Sacramento Air Logistics Center and five Army depots. The Anniston Army 
Depot was the unsuccessful bidder on the Electro Optics Night Vision portion of the maintenance 
work previousiy conducted at the Sacramento Army Depot. 



The objective of our case study was to evaluate the depot in the following areas: 

1. Proposal cost realism and how effectively the depot implemented the Cost 
Comparability Handbook (CCH). 

7 . Integrity of its accounting system and adequacy of its related internal controis. 

A corollary objective was to observe and contrast the depot's estimating and accounting 
pracuces with those in operation within industry, noting regulatory or other differences that 
might impact the objectivity of public versus. private competitions. Finally, we were asked to 
comment on our observations on the source selection process. 

SOURCE SELECTION 

If the concept of "fairness" on public versus private competitions is to be achieved, it is 
imperative that care be exercised to ensure that public and private competitors are treated equally 
in the source selection process. Although we do not believe that the integrity of the seIection 
process was compromised. we noted that the Anniston Army Depot was provided an unfair 
advantage by receiving advance notification of the programs to be competed. We also noted that 
certain ambiguities in the RFQ work statement had the potential of placing the depot at an 
advantage over its private competitor on the transmission program. 

Discussions with depot representatives disclosed that the depot was given advance 
notification of the items to be competed thus possibly giving them an unfair advantage over their 
industry competitor by allowing them more .time to prepare for and then draft their proposal 
mimates. The depot, therefore, not only had the legitimate advantage of prior work experience 
on both the programs but had the added advantage of more time to develop a strategy and 
pepare its proposals. 

The depot was notified of the items to be competed by Depamnent of the Army 
memorandum, subject: FY 1992 Depot Maintenance Competition, dated December' 16, 1991, 
which was about four to five months prior to their proposal submission dates of May 4, and June 
8. 1992. Industry competitors were not notified of the oppohnities until they were published in 
the Commerce Business Daily on March 6 and April 8 of 1992. 

These were relatively small procurements thus time limitations were not as critical as 
they might have been if the proposal requirement was more complex. Nonetheless, if the 
concept of a "level playing field is to be approached, it is imperative that all potential offerors 
be accorded equal treatment and be given the same amount of time to study the RFQ, develop 
strategy, and prepare estimates. Great care is normally taken in ensuring that private fums are 
not provided advantages over others by publicly announcing requirements with information 
available simultaneously to ail interested offerors. 



Our study disclosed ambiguities in the RlFQ statement of work for the transmission that 
resulted in a significant disparity in offers between the depot and its private competitor. 
Although the ambiguity did not directly impact the selection process in that Anniston's offer 
would remain the lowest after adjusting for the ambiguity, it does impact the "fairness" issue of 
public versus private competitions. 

The RFQ mement  of work specified b i t  certain parts were to be replaced 100 percent 
on all transmissions and transmission containers received by the contractor. The depot's BAFO 
proposed that most of these mandatory replacement parts would be refurbished, cleaned and 
reused rather than replaced. The depot in its BAFO asserted that it had been repairing these 
transmissions for several y m s  and had the facilities and equipment to do the necessary welding, 
machining, and metal finishing to recondition the parts. A reading of the work statement can 
!cad one to conclude that mandatory replacemer~t meant purchasing new parts not refbrbishing 
existing parts. 

'X'e contacted the responsible acquisition ofice to obtain more information as to how the 
~rivate competitor proposed these material parts, We were informed that the private competitor 
proposed all new parts and that its material cost element was seven times higher than the 
comparable depot material offer. The acquisitio~l ofice representative also advised that the RFQ 
work statement does not specifically state that new parts be used to replace the mandatory 
replacement items. The representative also stated that the depot's offer was so low that any 
adjustment for material would not change the depot's status as low offeror. Further, even though 
the private competitor offered new parts on all1 mandatory items, it did not, according to the 
procurement representative, have the equipment necessary to refbrbish parts. It should be noted, 
however. that many of the parts did not require special equipment to be refurbished. Some parts, 
according to our discussions with depot personnel, merely had to be tested and if satisfactory, 
cleaned and reused. This issue should have been addressed in discussions. 

PROPOSAL COST REALISM 

Study of the two M-88 proposals and related DCAA reports disclosed that the reliability 
of the depot cost estimates was far below thase submitted by most private f m s .  The cost 
realism of the proposal estimates, its compliance with applicable regulatory requirements, and 
the quality of its supporting documentation were seriously flawed. This was evident fiom 
DCAA's reviews of both the M-88 Transmission and Find Drive proposals. The Agency 
concluded that the proposals were, "... not in compliance with the Cost Comparability Handbook, 
~ i t h  the applicable Cost Accounting Standards, and appropriate provisions of F A R .  
Furthermore, DCAA stated that the depot's supporting cost and pricing data were not adequate. 
The DCAA recommended and concurred in adjustments which resulted in increases to the depot 
proposals. indicating that the depot had sigmfi~mtly underestimated costs. 



The DCAA similarly concluded that the depot submitted inadequate cost and pricing data 
an the unsuccessful public versus public competition for the Sacramento Army Depot's Electro 
Qptics Night Vision maintenance work. DCAA stated. however, that the proposal, as revised, 
was acceptable for evaluation by the Source Selection Evaluation Board. Equivalent DCAA 
ludit opinions on a private competitor's proposal would, if the contracting officer so elected, be 
grounds for a resubmittal or disqualification for consideration for contract award. DCAA audit - 
fmdings as well as our own observations led us to conclude that the depot's cost estimates wen 
significantly understated. 

DCAA did not take exception to proposed labor hours. The depot supposedly used Total 
Quality Erianagement (TQW and newly developed engineering standards to develop their labor 
hour estimates. Estimates, which as indicated below, represented substantive reductions fiom 
prior history on identical or similar-to maintenance work: 

Actual Labor Hours 
Per Unit BAFO Proposed Percentage of 

lPen rn U n i t s  llmAauk 
Transmission 203.8 187.5 74.4 40% 
Final Drive 

Left * 73.7 
Right 78.1 69.8 28.6** 20% 

* No experience 

** LefiandRightcombined 

A technical evaluation of the hours was supposedly performed by the acquisition activity; 
however, the results were not provided to DCAA or to the depot DCAA qualified its report to 
the extent that additional recommended cost adjustments may result h m  the technical 
evaluation, which they never received. 

We attempted to review the TQM report on the final drive proposal but were informed 
' 

that no repon existed. The only documentation available was a few scattered notes and papers 
maintained by one of the employees who participated in the study. Therefore, 'the depot's 
estimating rationale was not properly documented to support the sigdicant reduction in 
estimated hows. We obtained the cumnt engineering stanhds for the final drive and compared 
the standards with hours proposed. We found that the cumnt standards were 5 hours per unit 
higher than that proposed in the depot's BAFO. Depot personnel advised us the standards were 
developed subsequent to preparation of the proposals. If the new standards are indicative of 
eventual incurred hours, proposed hours will be overrun by 17 percent. 

We compared proposed hours with those incurred to date, but, as subsequently discussed. 
the reliability of the depot's accounting system to accurately collect and record costs is highly 
suspect and render such comparisons practically meankgless. Although we cannot defdtively 
determile the amount of hours that should have been proposed, we suspect that the depot's 
estimated hours were significantly understated. The magnitude of the productivity 



improvements ... in excess of 50 percent ... are generally unheard of within private industry unless 
ambutable to state-of-the-art technology breahkuoughs. Since no such documented occurrences 
took place at Anniston questions arise as to the c:redibility of the depot estimates. 

The depot used a hypothetical mid step of the applicable government wage grade scale or 
general scale to estimate labor dollars. DCiU took exception to the proposed labor rates and 
recommended a current actual labor rate per labor category by work center. This resulted in a 5 
percent increase to the depot's proposed labor costs. We believe DCAA's recommended increase 
was valid and approp'riate. In private ind-, when bidding follow-on work, actual labor 
averages are used since they are the best indication of what labor categories and skill levels will 
be used on the proposed work. 

DCAA found the depot's overhead to be significantly understated and recommended 
substantive increases in the depot's projected indirect expenses. The DCAA recommended 
increases nearly double the depot's proposed expenses. The following comparison depicts 
proposed and DCAA recommended rates. 

Per Direct Labor Hour 
FinaU) rive 

DeDot IEBB neDot Q U A  

Within Shop S .54 S 4.08 $1.38 $ 4.08 
Above Shop 5.01 10.90 Left 5.86 10.80 
Above Shop Right 4.85 10.80 
Base Operating Expenses 6.1 1 8.06 6.1 1 8.06 
General & Administrative .98 -98 .98 .98 

The differences were the result of the depot believing the CCH allowed them to eliminate 
indirect expenses and departments which they felt did not directly benefit the proposed work. 
D C M  correctly noted that the proposal effon was not significantly different than work already 
k i n g  carried out as pan of its "core" maintenance work. Such work historically has been 
burdened with full overhead. 

DCAA also cited the depot for being in non-compliance with CAS 401 and CAS 418. 
The CAS 401 violation resulted because the depot estimated proposed overhead differently from 
the methods used to accumulate and report costs under the proposed contracts. The CAS 418 
violation resulted because the depot did not include all indirect production expenses within its 
proposed overhead rates. We believe, aside fiom the obvious intent to reduce its prices, this 
understatement resulted partly because of the de:pot staffs unfamiliarity with CAS and overhead 
proposal computations. 

Our review of the DCAA audit repon ion the public versus public competition for the 
Electro Optical Night Vision work disclosed a 5 15 Million error, wherein the depot inadvertently 
used an incorrect lntlation factor in computing comparability adjustments that resulted in a 30 
percent overstatement of proposed costs. This is mentioned since it c o n f i  our observation 



.hat the depot staff was inexperienced in proposal preparation. An error of this magnitude should 
, ive been detected during final review or through a parameter check of proposal reasonableness. 

ACCOUNTING SYSTEM 

The depot's timekeeping and labor charging system are not reliable. Employees do not 
validate how their time is charged, which is a serious internal control deficiency. Supervisors, 
who enter the time charges for employees, are subjected to certain performance appraisal 
standards and based on our observations, it appears that these standards take precedence over 
time charging accuracy. In other words, supemsurs are motivated to charge employee time 
based on established standards rather than actual time worked, The motivation to do this is a 
desire to comply with performance appraisal standards which encourage work accomplishment at 
budgeted levels. The depot is aware of the time charging inaccuracies but had not yet been 
successful in making improvements that eliminate or lessen the rnischarging. The DCAA, as 
part of its accounting system review, concluded that the dewt's accounting system is madequate 
primarily because of the poor internal controls over timekeeping and labor charging. 

Our conclusions are based on review of the depot's timekeeping and labor cost recording 
practices. We focused on the competitively awarded f d  drive contract since work is still in 
process on this program. Discussions were conducted with supervisors and leadmen to determint 
(i) how competitive program parts are identified and kept separate born other work, (ii) how 
employee time is charged, and (iii) what limits, if any, are placed on labor charges to any given 
program. We also examined in detail one part. a component on the final drive program, to 
review accountabiiity of parts after disassembly througb the depot to re-assembly. The part 
selected was a baffle, NSN #2530-01-066-1788, which is machined identically (100 percent 
Depot Overhaul Factor) on each final drive. Each find drive requires one of these parts and all 
must be replaced. These inquiries and reviews disciosed numerous cost recording and internal 
control deficiencies summarized as follows: 

Employees are uninvolved in attesting to the validity of where their time is 
charged. This is itself a serious intemai control deficiency that permits 
s u p e ~ s o r y  manipulation of time charging.. 

Supenison and leadmen in the shops are controlling labor charges to the program 
to meet standards. Once the total for standards is reached for parts in the shops, 
labor hours are rnischarged to other work. in the shops to avoid overrunning the 
standards. Specific examples of this were noted in four of the six work centers 
\isited. For example, daily production records in work center SELOO showed 
that on June 21, 1994, thirty baffles were worked for the final drive competitive 
program. However, no labor hours were charged to the competitive program for 
this work "because standard hours had been exceeded and no more hours were 
available on the competitive propam". Ye were informed that if supenisors 



o v e m  ~'andards by more than :j percent, they are required to submit ~ r i n e n  
justification. 'Are were also informed that there is a critical element in each 
supervisors annual performanu: appraisals regarding accomplishment of 
production at (or near) standard. 

In one work center visited, two e:mployees were observed disassembling a final 
drive (serial #2486) for the compeiitive program. One of the employees' time was 
appropriately charged to the propun. The other employee's time was mischarged 
to depot organic work. 

Labor costs were transferred by leadmen or supenisors up to four weeks after 
original entry simply by keyboardi entry to the Automated T i e  and Attendance 
Production System ( A T W S ) .  These transfers p and are made with no written 
documentation or rationale on record to support the entry. One of these transfers 
for 117 hours removed labor cost from the competitive final drive program. This 
transfer was made 3 weeks after the origmal labor entry. No written p r d u r e s  
exist for this practice. Yo criteria as to when such transfers should be 
accomplished were available. 

There is e\idence of confusion at the depot as to when to charge the cost 
reimbursement portion of the competitive final drive program versus the fixed 
price portion. Work center SE:EOO, Metaliling and Machining Branch, for 
example, refurbishes the baffle. Since the work on each baffle is the same and all 
must be reworked and replaced. the labor hours are appropriately charged to the 
fixed price portion of the contra-ct. The contract requires 172 of the baffles. 
Through June 10, 1994, 17 1 were completed (production count taken). However, 
the labor hours for 69 of these baffles were mischarged to the cost type part of the 
contract. Labor for the other 102: baffles was appropriately charged to the fixed 
price part of the conuact. 

a A rnischarging of material costs on this same baffle also took place. Twenty 
baffles were purchased and rnisclmged to the cost type portion of the contract. 
T i e  did not permit a more comprehensive review of the depot's material 
accounting practices. This one indication, however, may be representative of 
other material cost mischarging. . 

Two organizations at the depot, the Lnternai Review and Audit Compliance Office 
and the Program Budget Branch. conduct floorchecks at the depot. These 
floorchecks have been largely ineffective. Over three hundred employees at the 

'depot were floorchecked in the third quarter of FY 1994. Only four mischarges 
were noted. Y e  attribute the misleading results of these floorchecks to the use of 
less than comprehensive audit teclhniques. 



OVERHEAD COSTING 4ND RELATED INTERNAL CONTROLS 

Our study concluded that the depot's overhead structure is sound, all costs are assigned to 
appropriate pools and the indirect rates are properly updated. However, we do not believe that 
direct labor hours are an appropriate base to allocate material, costs. Similarly, the use of a labor 
hour base to allocate all indirect costs would not be allowed in private industry and would 
constitute a violation of CAS 41 0 and CAS 41 8. 

The depot's overhead structure follows the guidelines prescribed in Army Regulation 
27-1. We examined, in detail, how costs flow from work centers to specific pools of cost 
associated with depot maintenance and ammunition activities and result in four rates applied to 
specific programs. We believe the design of the overhead rate structure is appropriate and the 
flow of costs to overhead pools is well executed. 

We reviewed several overhead pools and work centers to determine if all costs are 
included. We also examined charges received from outside the depot operations (i.e., 
Headquarters Depot System Command (DESCOM), A m y  hlaterial Command (AMC), and 
tenants) and charges the depot allocates to its tenants. With the exception of building 
depreciation and problems associated with depreciation calculations, as subsequently discussed, 
all indirect cost elements appear to be included in the relevant pools and when charged to a 
tenant, costs are properly excluded from the pools. We were not able to learn fiom depot 
representatives the basis for DESCOM and AUC allocations nor tenant charges to the depot such 
as those from the Defense Logistics Agency. 

The depot allocates four within-shop overhead rates and t h .  other indirect ram on a 
labor hour base. We do not believe this is an appropriate base to allocate all indirect costs. 
Material costs, for example, represent a significant portion of direct depot costs (46% and 47% of 
the proposed transmission and final drive bids respectively). Allocation of material-driven costs 
on a direct labor hour base offers the opportunity for significant cost distortion. Pro- with 
high materid and relatively low labor hours and labor costs would tend to be undercharged while 
projects with low material and high labor cost would be overcharged. 

Similarly, allocation of costs generated as a result of operating the depot as a whole, such 
as GBA and certain base operating costs, require an allocation base representing the total depot 
activity. The use of a direct labor hour base to allocate all indirect costs would not be dowed in 
private industry and such practices would constitute a violation of CAS 4 10 and CAS 4 18. 

Based upon our interviews and observations, the budget office develops sufficient data to 
. monitor overhead cost on a monthly basis. Every six months, the budget office reevaluates their 

annual overhead rates by incorporating updated actual results, variance fiom prior projections 
and more recent forecasts for the rest of the year. These revised rates are substituted for the 
initial rates and job c o s ~  reflect the new rates. We believe the depot's current method of 



l~pciating their overhead rates is comparable to g,ood privaie indusw practice and provides the 
opportunity to closely monitor progarn costs. 

The depot intends to charge indirect costs at bid rates to not only the transmission and 
final dnve programs but to all competitively awarded contracts. The cost records we examined 
used actual rates but depot representatives said this was a mistake and the cost records would be 
adjusted to reflect bid rates. The reason for this practice, the depot representatives contend, is 
that DESCOM requires it and that the Cost Conlparability Handbook requirements prescribes 
actual cost charging at bid rates. We examined both assertions and found that DESCOM 
guidance is not clear while the depot's interpretation of CCH guidance is incorrect. The CCH's 
assemon that "rates and prices will be 'locked in"' refers to billing not costing practices. The use 
of bid r a m  for costing purposes represents a misinterpretation of the "consistency" prescription 
of CAS. This practice would be unacceptable in private industry, constitutes non-compliance 
with CAS 401, and for the reimbursable progranns. a violation of FAR for inaccurate costing of 
cost-type contracts. The depot's current practice of charging actual costs is correct; the proposed 
change would not be correct. 

DEPRECIATION 

Depreciation practices while consistent with prescribed DoD and Army Accounting 
manuals and regulations are, in some case, at variance with depreciation practices within 
indusn?;. The depot includes equipment depreciation in its various pools and the assignment to 
pools is reasonable. However, we noted that the depot does not include building depreciation 
costs or equivalent rental factors in its overhead pools or charges to its tenants. This is 
inconsistent with industry which records such co1st.s to contracts and must include such expenses 
in billings to tenant organizations. 

W have found numerous examples of depreciation practices that are inconsistent with 
private industry. These include: 

In accordance with DoD guidelines, the depot capitalizes only those &sets valued 
over $25,000 in acquisition costs while it expenses all purchased assets under 
$25,000. This contrasts with the 51,500 threshold that private industry must 
follow to be consistent with CAS 404. Based on interviews, we noted instances 
of computer system components Ixing expensed because they were, individually, 
below the $25 thousand thresho1.d but should have been capitalized since they 
were parts of a system exceeding $25 thousand. The depot does not currently 
have the ability to track this type of occurrence. 

a Also consistent with DoD policy, the depot in FY 1991, reduced all asset useM 
lives to three categories of 20, 10, and 5 years. Previous useful life guidelines 
varied by federal asset code and ranged fiom a low of 4 years to a high of 30 



:em. Pre-FY 1991 assets are nil1 bei ~g depreciated based on their former useful 
lives. The new DoD policy prescribe3 utilization of a 10 year useful life for all 
equipment. This policy is inconsistel *. with private indusay practice. Private 
industry must follow CAS 409, which calls for asset lives to approximate actual 
periods of usefuiness and as a result depreciation ranges vary significantly fiom a 
mandatory 10 year life. 

The Depot currently uses a zero residual value for ail computer and equipment 
purchases. Depot representatives say they do not use a residual value because 
they have not received any guidance. Private industry, to comply with CAS 409, 
must determine residual values for each asset and such costs must be deducted 
fiom the capitalized value. 

In addition. the Army Audit Agency, in their financial audits of Amiston Army Depot 
financial statements, has consistently criticized the depot's methods and internal controls over 
depreciation calculations. 

Since depreciation charges represent substantial. costs within all overhead rates, 
particularly the within-shop overhead rates, the absence of building depreciation, questionable 
depreciation practices and the insonsistent treatment of depreciation compared to industry makes 
their overhead rates questionable. 

COST TRANSFERS 

GAO and Army Audit Agency reviews in early 1994 disclosed that actual maintenance 
costs on programs at the depot could not be determined due to unsupported cost transfers. To 
conect this condition. the Commander issued a June 23, 1994 memorandum to the Director of 
blaintenance requiring documented rationale and support for all cost transfers and review and 
approval by the Internal Re~lew and Audit Compliance Office prior to entry of the cost transfer 
in the uounting records. 

Our own review confirmed that prior to June 1994 costs were transferred at the depot 
with little or no documentation. Material costs, for &anple, were transferred without 
identification of the parts that were being transferred. Our specific reviews of cost transfers 
affecting the competitive M-88 Transmission and final drive programs disclosed no discernible 
patterns or trends to indicate that cost transfers were used as a vehicle to control cost charging on 
the programs. Consistent kith the Commandeis June 1994 memorandum, we noted a distinct 
improvement in rationale and data supporting con transfen after the memorandum was issued. 



Based on our study, we concluded that certaib source selections practices had the 
ptential for impacting the fairness and equity of the competitive programs. We also concluded 
that esrimated and recorded costs on the programs were not reliable. In addition, we noted that 
different cost standards are applied to depots, imd the depot's implementation of the CAS 
Standards contained in DoD 7220.9M was in need of significant improvement. The major 
problems associated wiih the public versus private competition are summarized as follows: 

The depot was inadvertently provid~ed advance notification of the programs to be 
competed. 

-4mbiguities in the RFQ work siatement resulted in disparities between the 
material estimates submitted by the depot and those by its industry competitor. 
While this ambiguity that did not cc~mpromise the competition, it certainly had the 
potential to impact the fairness of the source selection. 

The absence of economic risks plus incentives to maintain workload and preserve 
jobs combined to provide sufficien.t impetus to significantly understate proposal 
estimates. A documented estimatinig process should be established, followed and 
tested periodically. 

Depot personnel do not possess the skills and experience levels on FAR principles 
and proposal preparation techmques comparable to its industry counterparts. 

Both proposal estimates and incmed costs are not prepared andl or recorded in 
accordance with the CAS standards contained in DoD 7220.9M. 

• Depot internal controls are not efiective. Labor charging and the allocation of 
costs must be improved and disciplined. 

The depot does not include building; depreciation costs or equivalent rerrtal factors 
in its overhead pools or charges to iits tenant. In industry such expenses would be 
recorded to contracts and billed to fenants. * 

t 

The depot allocates overhead based on a direct labor hour. This may not be the 
most appropriate and accurate method for assigning costs to contracts and 
programs. 

* The depot accounting system is adequate to pennit the proper accounting for costs 
by program or project. The problems observed relate to procedures, practices and 
the absence of effective internal controls. 
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(2021 861-2711 Sr 

May 15, 1995 
OFFICE OF T H E  

NATIONAL COMMANDER 

Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Arlington, VA 22209 pk,y,53 ~B?;,Y ?a tM.8 t~ , i~ idW ,, tU?11Dndiptis~5 -1 3 
Zeer Chair~s? Di::sr\.: 

For many years this nation's active duty military personnel, retired 
service personnel and their dependents have relied on the high quality 
medical care provided by Department of Defense medical facilities. Care 
in these hospitals has become not only key to the treatment and 
prevention of acutely and seriously ill active and retired military 
personnel, but to the prevention of their ailments as well. No facility 
is more essential than the Fitzsimons Army Medical Center to the Rocky 
Mountain area and the central United States. The American Legion is, 
therefore, very concerned that it has been identified for closure in the 
1995 round of Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) actions. 

As a leading teaching hospital and training facility for more than half 
of all military medical subspecialties, Fitzsimons is also one of fifteen 
military medical centers conducting research in Persian Gulf War related 
illnesses. As a major industry to the economy of the region, Fitzsimons 
employs more than 12,000 individuals, contributes more than $328 million 
to the area, pays over $9 million in state income taxes and last year 
awarded more than $50 million in local c:ontracts. 

A s  a leading advocate of veterans health care reform, The American Legion 
has long sought improvements in providing health care, has encouraged 
ways co guarantee fanding iur Lca;ct =ervices, and Las st,,-,ngly s~ppcz-tcd 
DoD and VA health care subvention. In this period of turbulence in the 
health care delivery system for veterans and military retirees, 
terminating Fitzsimons' services will only exacerbate an already unstable 
problem. 

The American Legion supports the requirement to provide continuity in 
health care rendered by facilities like Fitzsimons. The U.S. Army and 
the Department of Defense have unselfishly responded to that need. The 
American Legion urges you not to break faith with those thousands of 
active duty and retired military personnel who depend on Fitzsimons. 

Sincerely, 

L $ , l d ~  d &k* 
ILLIAM M. DETWEILER, J. D. 

National Commander 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 p!&.-. r?tfl :a m , ~ ~ a r  

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
w k n  r : G ; c ; /  - I 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

June 5, 1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. William M. Detweiler, J.D. 
National Commander 
The American Legion 
1608 K Street, N. W. 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

Dear Mr. Detweiler: 

Thank you for your letter regarding Fitzsimons Army Medical Center, Colorado. I 
certainly appreciate your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation on Fitzsimons Army Medical Center. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional information to bring to the 
attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 



E;YECUTIVE CORRESPONDENCE TRACI(ING SYSTER.1 @CTS) # ~ F ~ S \ % ~ \ V  
TO: \ Xow 

'rrm~: bUE&WU@-- C\ttf+(Cvv\Q6 
0 RGAVIWTION: ORGXIYIZXTXON: 

5 ~ h E  DHrO 
1 

I N S U T X O N  (3) DISCUSSED: 4 Q Q 

O O c ~ C -  
\ N G F \ E L .  fJ- C I C L E V  . k ~ v \ l  \c \ P ~ L  W W T  

DIIUTNFORMATION SERVICES 

TYPE OFACTION REQUIRED 
pur Reply for C h i n n m ' s  S i i  Prepzrr Reply forC ' ' d s S i i  

W I  - 
Prepare Reply for !%ff Directnr's S i  I ~p?rr-Rapolw 

ACLION: OKer Cmmruzts d o r  Suggestioas FYI 
4 



GEORGE V. VOlNOVlCH 
GOVERNOR 

STATE OF OHIO 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 

COLUMBUS 43266-0601 

May 10, 1995 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
1995 Base Closure & Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Senator Dixon: 

Thank you for responding to my letter concerning the Air Force 
recommendation to realign Ohio's Air National Guard units from 
Springfield-Beckley Municipal Airport to Wright Patterson Air 
Force Base. 

As of this writing, the Air Force has completed its site 
survey of Wright Patterson relative to this proposal, and will 
soon present its findings to the Air Force Base Closure 
Executive Group (BCEG). This survey, intended to validate 
closure and realignment cost estimates contained in the 
original USAF recommendation, raises more questions than it 
answers. 

In its initial announcement the Air Force estimated recurring 
savings generated by the realignment at $4.2 million per 
annum, with one-time closure costs set at $23 million. The 
site survey has reduced the savings from $4.2 to $3.7 million. 
I understand this figure will soon drop even further to $2.1 
million because the Air Force overestimated operating costs at 
Springfield. Concurrently, one-time closure costs have been 
reduced from $23 to $15 million, ostensibly because 
"new-foundn space to accommodate the Air National Guard has 
been located at WPAFB. 

The reduction in annual savings puts the 1995 recommendation 
more in line with the retracted 1993 proposal to realign these 
units. Even at the much reduced figure, several questions 
remain unanswered as to the true savings generated by this 
move. For example, while the Air Force claims recurring 
savings through elimination of air traffic control, fire and 
crash rescue, security, and many other support services at 



Springfield, it has yet to produce an estimate of what it will 
charge the Air National Guard for these services at Wright 
Patterson Air Force Base. 

From a facilities standpoint, the newly identified space which 
reduced closure costs from $23 to $15 million was not listed 
on excess capacity surveys used to compile candidates for 
closure and realignment. I fear this situation, constructed 
to accommodate Air National Guard requirements, will generate 
'trelocatisnn of zxisting fur:ctions on WPAFE that xi12 not be 
factored into the overall cost of this proposal. 

My general feeling on the proceedings so far in the 1995 BRAC 
is the Air Force is going to great lengths to justify an 
unjustifiable recommendation, much to the detriment of the 
Ohio Air National Guard and the Springfield community. Itm 
greatly concerned that unnecessary taxpayer dollars will be 
spent to facilitate this recommendation while the taxpaying 
public may never know the "truett costs associated with it. 

Senator, I know you are concerned with adopting 
closure/realignment recommendations which best benefit our 
country, the military services, and our communities. I urge 
you and your fellow members to pay close scrutiny to this 
recommendation in validating its military value, savings to 
the taxpayer, and impact to the community. I'm simply not 
convinced this move is in anyone's best interest. 

Sincerely, h//a 
Geor V . Voincvicn 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

May 26,1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, U S N  (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable George V. Voinovich 
Governor, State of Ohio 
Office of the Governor 
Columbus, Ohio 43266-0601 

Dear Governor Voinovich: 

Thank you for your follow-up letter providing the Commission with additional 
information about estimated costs associated with the Secretary of Defense's 
recommendation to realign Ohio's Air National Guard units from Springfield-Beckley 
Municipal Airport to Wright Patterson Air Force Base. I certainly understand your 
interest in the future of Ohio's National Guard forces. 

I can -assure you that the information you provided concerning the relocation of 
Ohio Air National Guard units to Wright Patterson Air Force Base will be given careful 
attention by the Commissioners and Commission staff. You will be pleased to know that 
Commission staff members will visit the Springfield-Beckley Municipal Airport in the 
coming weeks to examine, firsthand, the operations conducted at the facility. Your office 
will be contacted when we determine the date and time of the visit. 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional information to bring to the 
attention of the Commission. 
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May 11, 1995 

CITY HALL 1400 HIGHLAND AVENUE MANHATTAN BEACH, CALIFORNIA 90266-4795 
TELEPHONE (31 0) 545-5621 FAX (31 0) 545-5234 

MEMORANDUM OF TRANSMITTAL 

when 

TO: SEE DISTRIBUTION LIST ATTACHED 

SUBJECT: RESOLUTION NO. 5160 OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 
OF MANHATTAN BEACH, CALIFORNIA, SUPPORTING THE 
CONTINUED OPERATIONS OF THE LONG BEACH NAVAL 
SHIPYARD AND OTHER SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA MILITARY 
FACILITIES 

Enclosed is a 
was approved, 
of Manhattan 

copy of Resolution No. 5160, referenced above, which 
passed, and adopted by the City Council of the City 
Beach at a regular meeting held on May 2, 1995. 

LaVonne M. Harkless, CMC/AAE 
Assistant City Clerk 

Enclosure 

cc: City Manager 

FIRE DEPARTMENT ADDRESS: 400 15TH STREET, MANHATTAN BEACH, CA 90266 FAX (310) 545-8925 
POLICE DEPARTMENT ADDRESS: 420 15TH STREET, MANHATTAN BEACH, CA 90266 FAX (310) 545-7707 

PUBLIC SERVICES DEPARTMENT ADDRESS: 3621 BELL AVENUE, MANHATTAN BEACH, CA 90266 FAX (310) 546-1752 



RESOLUTION DISTRIBUTION LIST 

Honorable Bill Clinton, President 
United States of America 
The White House 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Douglas Drumrnond, Vice Mayor 
City of Long Beach 
Co-Chair, SCAG Military Base Closure Subcommittee 
333 West Ocean Boulevard 
Long Beach, California 90802 

Bob Bartlett, Mayor 
City of Monrovia 
Co-Chair, SCAG Military Base Closure Subcommittee 
415 South Ivy Avenue 
Monrovia, California 91016 

Govenor Pete Wilson 
300 S. Spring Street 
South Tower, 16th Floor 
Los Angeles, California 90013 

U.S. Senator Barbara Boxer 
2250 E. Imperial Highway, #545 
El Segundo, California 90245 

U.S. Senator Dianne Feinstein 
11111 Santa Monica Boulevard, #915 
Los Angeles, California 90024 

Honorable Jane Harman 
5200 W. Century Boulevard, #960 
Los Angeles, California 90045 

Honorable Debra Bowen 
18411 Crenshaw Boulevard, #280 
Torrance, ~alifornia 90504 

Honorable Ralph C. Dills 
16921 S. Western Avenue, #lo0 
Gardena, California 90247 



1 RESOLUTION NO. 5160 
I 

A RESOLUTION OF THE crm COUNCIL OF THE CITY 
OF XANliATTAN BEACH, CUIPORNIA, SUPPORTING 
TKE CONTINUED OPERATIONS OF THE LONG BWCH 
H A V U  SHIPYARD AND OTHER SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 
IQLITARY FACILITIES 

-, the State of California has endured billions of 

dollar8 of l088e8 through a disproportionate share of Department 

of Defense closure8 a8 mndated by the Federally appointed Base 

Closure8 and Realignment Corris8ion8 in i%6, i93l an8 15S3; and 

WHEREAS, it ha8 k e n  documented that the state of 

California has suffered more than its share of economic 

devastation during the current worldwide recession, and will be 

the last of the states to 8hws signs of a positive recovery; and 

WHEREAS, the State of California has sustained both 

human and natural disasters in recent years from earthquakes in 

San Francisco and Ins Anqeles areas, fires in Northern an8 

Southern California, and from the civil unrest in tho greater Lo6 

Angeles area; and 

WHEREAS, the State of California through its world pre- 

eminence in the technologies of earth and space travel, military 

defense systems and interglobal comrmunicationr has been the free 

world's greatest guarantor of peace through strength of 

laadership; and 

UHEREk5, the Southrm California region has suffered 

significant j o t  lorsari due to fodually undated bame closures in 

1991-1993; and 

WEREAS, 970 private wctor kufnesses will be affected 

by the closure of Long Mach Naval Shipyard. 

NOW, TEIEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 

MANHATTAN BEAM, CALIFORNIA, DOES HWEBY RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS: 

&zmxQlu. To support the continued operations of 

the Long Baach Naval Shipyard and all other military facilities in - 



Res. 5160 

1 the Southern California region and will transmit this resolution 
to tha ~ruidrnt of the ~nitsd -tea and thc .~.rbus of the state ' of California Congressional delqfation in Washington, D.C. 

-0 This resolution .hall take effect 

immediately. 
I 

LiECTION* The City Clerk .hall certify to the 

passage and adoption of this resolution; .hall cause the kame to 

be mtud among the original remolutions of maid City; and shall 

take a minute of the passage and adoption thereof in the records 

of the proceedings of the City Council of said City in the minutes 

of the meeting at which the same is passed and adopted. 

PASSED, APPROVED and ADOPTED this 2nd day of May, 1995. 

Ayes : Napolitano, Barnes, Jones, Cunningham, Mayor Lilligren 
Noes : None 
Absent: None 
Abstain: None 

/ 6 /  Tim'Lilligren 

Mayor, City of Manhattan Beach, 
California 

ATTEST : 

/s/ Win Underhill 
City Clerk 

Certified to be a true copy 
of tho original of u id  
documenr on file in my 



RESOLUTION NO. 5160 

A ~ L W T I O N  OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE crm 
Or HMSiATTAN BEACH, CALIFORNIA, SUPPORTING 
TEIE CONTINUED OPERATIONS OF THE WNG BEACH 
UAVAL BHIPYARD AND OTHER SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 
NXLITARY FACILITIES 

UHEREW, the State of California h8s urdured billions of 

dollars of 1 0 8 ~ s  through a dimproportionate share of Department 

of Defense closures as rurd.ted by the Foderally appointed Base 

Closures urb Realignment Corrimsionm in 1386, i331 an6 1593; and 

WHEREAS, it has k e n  documented that the State of 

California has muffered more than its share of economic 

devastation during the current worldvide recession, and will be 

the la8t of the states to mhan signs of a positive recovery; and 

WHEREAS, the State of California has sustained both 

human and natural disasters in recent years from earthquakes in 

San ?rancisco and Lo8 Angeles areas, fires in Northern and 

Southern Cdlifornia, and from the civil unrest in the greater Los 

Angeles area; and 

m, the State of California through its world pre- 
eminence in the technologies of earth and space travel, military 

defense systems and interglobal communications has been the free 

worldt. greatest guarantor of peace through strength of 

leadership; and 

UHEFtEU, the 8outb.m California region has suffered 

mignificurt job louris due to fodually rrrand.tod base closures in 

-, 970 privato 8ector busines~es will be affected 

by the closure of Long Beach Naval Shipyard. 

NOW, THEREFORE, THE crm m m c r L  or THE crTy or 

UNliA'TTAN BEACH, CALIFORNIA, DOES BlREEiY RESOLVE As FOLLOWS: 

BECTION- To #upport the continued operations of 

the fang Beach Naval Shipyard and all other military facilities in - 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 M~ this m,mr 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
wtm r w m m / B -  / Z ~ I  

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

May 22,1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RAOM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, U S N  (RET)  
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Tim Lilligren 
Mayor: City of Manhattan Beach 
1400 Highland Avenue 
Manhattan Beach, California 90266-4795 

Dear Mayor Lilligren: 

Thank you for sending the Commission a copy of Resolution Number 5 160 regarding 
Long Beach Naval Shipyard, California. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure 
and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation on Long Beach Naval Shipyard. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional information to bring to the 
attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 rafcp~ k, rrciir&bq 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 W M ~ W S ~ P C ~ - = ; T ~ - ~ O ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  / 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

May 22,1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Ms. LaVonne M. Harkless 
~ssist& City Clerk, City of Manhattan Beach 
1400 Highland Avenue 
Manhattan Beach, California 90266-4795 

Dear Ms. Harkless: 

Thank you for sending the Commission a copy of Resolution Number 5 160 regarding 
Long Beach Naval Shipyard, California. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure 
and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation on Long Beach Naval Shipyard. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional information to bring to the 
attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 
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erican Federation of Government Employees AFL-CIO Local 1808 
Sierra Army Depot P.O. Box 1060 Herlong, CA 96113.1060 

SUBJECT: Additional information justifying the removal of Sierra 
Army Depot from the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 
Realignment. 

1. The Tiering study and the time to close depots did not 
envision having the ammunition stocks totally removed from Seneca 
Army Depot (SEDA), Savanna Army Depot (SVDA), or Sierra Army 
Depot (SIAD) by fiscal year 2001. The study discussed the 
stratification of the ammunition assets, indicating completion by 
the end of fiscal year 2001. It also envisioned these three 
depots becoming caretaker depots; minimally staffed, containing 
non-required stocks in static storage pending disposition 
(normally demilitarization). The U.S. Army Material and Chemical 
Command (AMCCOM) never intended to relocate these assets to 
another location, therefore, any decision to completely empty 
munitions must include the cost to move the assets. 

2. Tooele Army Depot (TEAD) no longer supports the chemical 
storage and demil mission, The Ammunition Mission is the only 
mission at TEAD. The current plan indicates that TEAD will 
complete the demil mission in fiscal year 2000 or fiscal year 
2001. The ammo mission could be deleted at that time. The 
result will be that the ammo mission at TEAD would bear all the 
depot costs. Tooele Army Depot's rate will no longer be as 
inexpensive as SIADfss Sierra Army Depot's costs are split 
between two commodities, ammunition and Operational Project 
Stocks. Spreading costs over a larger base, as is the case with 
SIAD, makes the SIAD ammo mission less costly. 

3. Sierra Arm Depot is the only location which can Demil the 
START Treaty rocket motors. SIAD is also the only location that 
can demil improved conventional munitions and Cluster Bomb Units 
(CBUfs) . 
4 .  The decision based on the ~iering Study never considered the 
movement of stocks from the Tier I depots to Tier I1 or I11 
depots. Tooele Army Depot has the least amount of required 
ammunition stocks among any of the Tier I depots. As a result, 
the majority of TEADfs stocks must be relocated to make room for 
the receipt of Tier I assets. 

5. The Tiering study did not include soon to be vacated storage 
area at SIAD, yet they accepted the over inflated space TEAD 
claimed for there chemical munitions area. This once again show 
how flawed the Tiering Study really is and how the Department of 
Defense miss-represented many installation. 



erican Federation of Government Employees AFL-CIO Local 1808 
Sierra Army Depot P.O. Box 1060 Herlong, CA 961 13.1060 

6. Savanna Army Depot is currently the demil location for 
depleted Uranium, munitions. The closure of SVDA will require 
movement of a large quantity of depleted Uranium munitions. 
Sierra Army Depot is licensed by the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission to demil the depleted Uranium, has trained personnel 
capable of carrying out the mission, and could quickly assume the 
mission (see attached report #1). 

7 Another factor that was not considered in the Tiering study is 
the condition of the internal rail at SIAD and TEAD. Sierra Army 
Depot's rail system has been totally upgraded, where as TEADfs 
has not (see attached report # 2). In recent years, 
approximately 85 % of SIADgs rail system has been totally rebuilt 
at a cost of $ 7.0 million dollars. Sierra Army Depotfs rail 
system is in excellent condition and ranks as one of the best, if 
not the best in the Industrial Operations Command (IOC). Future 
operating and maintenance cost are expected to be minimal during 
the next 25 years. It is anticipated that the costs should be in 
the range of $50,000, annually. Furthermore, any overhead cost 
will be split between the ~mmunition~mission and the Operational 
Project Stocks Mission. 

8. Sierra Army Depot has a new Ammunition Surveillance building 
that will be completed this summer. The building will improve the 
Depotfs ammunition operations in several areas, to include those 
listed below. 

a. The Depot will possess a much higher Net Explosive Weight 
(NEW) capacity. 

b. The Depot will have the capability to store CAT 2 type 
explosives, 

c. The Depot will have more ammunition inspection bays to 
operate from. 

d. The Depot will possess a state of the art ammunition 
inspection building. 

e, The Depot will possess the safest operation in the IOC. 

f. The Depot will be able to discontinue the existing Q.D'. 
waiver. 

g. The Depot will possess the ability to load and unload heavy 
ammunition, using the inside overhead crane in the building. 

(2) 



Federation of Government Employees AFL-CIO Local 1808 
Sierra Army Depot P.O. Box 1060 Herlong, CA 96113-1060 

9 .  Sierra Army Depot also has the newest Hazardous Waste Storage 
Building. The completion of this building will be July 1995. 
The facility will be a state of the art Hazardous Waste Storage 
Facility. It will be technologically superior to any other 
facility in the IOC ammunition community. It also meets all 
California environmental guidelines. - 

10. The current downsizing of TEAD will require a plan to 
provide Standard Depot System (SDS) automated data processing 
(ADP) support to the remainder of TEA13 and Sacramento Army Depot 
Activity. Tooele Army Depot has required 40 personnel to support 
this mission. These 40 positions are no longer available at 
TEAD, due to the latest downsizing. sierra Army Depot is able to 
assume this mission immediately, with the addition of only 12 
personnel to support the same volume and mission currently at 
TEAD . 
11. The BRAC recommendation slated SVDA for closure. The United 
States Army Defense Ammunition Center and School (USADACS) will 
have to relocate. Sierra Army Depot has the resources to house 
this operation. The operation could transfer to several 
locations currently vacant, or soon to be vacant on the Depot. 
This move would be of little additional cost to the tax payer. 

12. The Government Accounting Office (GAO) said if Sierra Army 
Depot keeps there rates low we would be rewarded!! 

* General Benchoff stated that if -8IAD continues to keep our 
customer happy, we will grow!! 

* Management has given SIAD a challenge of doing more with 
less, this shall ensure our future!! 

* The Department of Defense said through hard work and 
determination Sierra shall brave through the storm!! 

The Labor Force at Sierra Army Depot has succeeded all the 
above Army goals only to be placed on the BRAC list!!! 



U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORV COMMISSION P A G E - Q F ~ P A G E !  

Amendment No. 16 
MATERIALS LICENSE 

Pursuant to the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, the Energy Reorganization Act of 1974 (Public Law 93-4381, and Title 10, 
Code of Federal Regulations, Chapter I, Parts 30, 3 1, 32.33, 34, 35, 39,40 and 70, and in reliance on statements and representations heretofore 
made by the licensee, a license is hereby issued authorizing the licensee to receive, acquire, possess, and transfer byproduct, source, and special 
nuclear material designated below; to use such material for the purpose(s) and at the place(s) designated below; to &liver or transfer such material 
to persons authorized to receive it in accordance with the regulations of the applicable Part(s). This license shall be deemed to contain the conditions 
specified in Section 183 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, and is subject to al l  applicable rules, regulations and orders of the Nuclear 

, Regulatory Commission now or hereafter in effect and to any conditions specified below. 

I 
, . Licensee 

. 
I n  accordance w i th  am1 i c a t  i on dated 

' Department o f  the  ~ r i i ~  
Sierra Army Depot 

. . 
May 23, 1994, 

3. License number SUC-1274 i s  amended i n  
i t s  e n t i r e t y  t o  read as fol lows: 

2- At tn i  SDSSI-S 

special nuclear material possess at any one time 

A. Uranium 

9. Authorized use 

A. Receipt, hand1 i n g  
storage and demil 

10. Licensed mater ia l  sha l l  be' use l i c e & e e 9 z ' f a c i l  i t i e s  located a t  the 
Sierra Army Depot, Herlung, Ca 

11. A. Licensed mater ia l  sha l l  be used by, o r  under the supervision o f  3. C. Hamilton, 
M. R. Chastain, R. Weis, o r  K.D. Hezel. 

B. The Radiat ion Protect ion O f f i ce r  f o r  t h i s  l icense i s  J .  C. Hamilton. 

C. I n  t he  absence of the Radiation Safety O f f i c e r  f o r  periods exceeding one month, 
e i t h e r  M.R. Chastain, R. Weis, o r  K.D. Heael may serve as the Al ternate 
Radiation Safety Of f icer .  

12. The l icensee may t ranspor t  l icensed mater ial  i n  accordance w i th  the provis ions of 10 
CFR Part 71, "Packaging and Transportation o f  Radioactive Material . " 

\ 



SIERRA ARMY DEPOT 

ITEM - 5 

WTEBIAL TO BE POSSESSED 

a. Element and b. Chemical and . c. Maximum Amount 
Mass Number Physical Form to be Possessed 

Any One Time 

Uranium Depleted 0.75% Titanium Alloy, 7,000,000 Kg 
in the U-235 Isotope Remainder Depleted 0-238 (2520 curie81 

Depleted Uranium Alloy 
299 G ~ a m s ,  98.54% 0-238 



S I E R R A  H R M Y  D E P O T  

ITEM 6 

PURPOSES FOR WHICH LICENSED MATERIAL WILL BE USED 

- 
SECTION I DESCRIPTION 

1. D e p l e t e d  U r a n i u m  (DU) c o n t r o l l e d  b y  t h i s  l i c e n s e  u i l l  b e  u s e d  
i n  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  a c t i v i t i e s .  See i t e m  10 ,  f o r  a  c o m p l e t e  
d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  t h e s e  a c t i v i t i e s .  

a.  T r a n s p o r t a t i o n .  R e c e i p t .  a n d  s h i p m e n t  o f  i n d i v i d u a l  
c o n t a i n e r s  a n d  p a l l e t s  o f  DU a m m u n i t i o n s .  

b .  I n s p e c t i o n  o f  DU m u n i t i o n s  d u r i n g  r e c e i p t ,  s t o r a g e ,  a n d  
t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s .  D u r i n g  t h e s e  i n s p e c t i o n s ,  m u n i t i o n s  
w i l l  be  i n s p e c t e d  f o r  s e r v i c e a b i l i t y  a c c o r d i n g  t o  Army, Navy ,  a n d  
A i r  F o r c e  q u i d e l i n e s .  Such  i n s p e c t i o n s  may i n c l u d e  t e s t s  f o r  
l e a k a g e  o r  b r e a k d o w n  o f  t h e  DU f r o m  i n t a c t  r o u n d s .  

c .  S t o r a g e  o f  b u l k  q u a n t i t i e s  o f  DU m u n i t i o n s .  

d .  D e m i l i t a r i z a t i o n  o f  t h e  DU m u n i t i o n s .  I n  t h e s e  
a c t i v i t i e s ,  t h e  DU u i l l  b e  s e p a r a t e d  f r o m  t h e  e x p l o s i v e  c o m p o n e n t  
and  be  s t o r e d  o n  SIAD f o r  d i s p o s a l  o r  r e c y c l i n g  t o  a  l i c e n s e e  
a u t h o r i z e d  t o  r e c e i v e  i t .  I f  d i s p o s a l  i s  e l e c t e d ,  t h e  DU w i l l  b e  
d i s p o s e d  o f  b y  t r a n s f e r  t o  a n  NRC o r  A g r e e m e n t  S t a t e  L i c e n s e e  
a u t h o r i z e d  t o  r e c e i v e  i t ,  i n  a c c o r d a n c e  w i t h  c u r r e n t  Army p o l i c y .  

2 .  The D U  a m m u n i t i o n  c o n t r o l l e d  b y  t h i s  l i c e n s e  u i l l  n o t  b e  
c h e m i c a l l y ,  p h y s i c a l l y ,  o r  m e t a l l u r q i c a l l y  a l t e r e d .  I t  will n o t  
be  f i r e d .  I t  w i l l  n o t  b e  c o m m e r c i a l l y  a v a i l a b l e .  I t  w i l l  b e  
componen t  p a r t s  o f  a m m u n i t i o n  i t e m s ,  b o t h  e x i s t i n q  a n d  t o  be  
a v a i l a b l e  i n  t h e  f u t u r e .  

3 .  The f o l l o w i n g  i n t e r s e r v i c e  DU m u n i t i o n s  a r e  o r  w i l l  b e  
h a n d l e d  ' a t  S IAD:  

a .  C a r t r i d g e  20mm, US Navy .  MK149 ( v a r i o u s  m o d i f i c a t i o n s ) ,  
a l s o  c o n t r o l l e d  u n d e r  NRC L i c e n s e  45-16023- INA.  

b .  C a r t r i d g e  25mm. PGU-20/U s e r i e s .  US Navy ,  a l s o  u n d e r  NRC 
L i c e n s e  45-16023-OINA. 

c .  C a r t r i d q e  25mm. US Army. M919 s e r i e s .  a l s o  u n d e r  NRC 
L i c e n s e  SUC-1380. i s s u e d  t o  t h e  US Army Armament .  M u n i t i o n s  a n d  
C h e m i c a l  Command, Rock  I s l a n d ,  I L .  

d .  C a r t r i d q e  30mm. PGU-14 S e r i e s ,  u n d e r  t h i s  l i c e n s e .  



e .  C a r t r i d a e  105mm. US Army M 7 7 4 / 8 8 3 / 9 0 0  s e r i e s .  a l s o  u n d e r  
N R C  L i c e n s e  SUC-1380. 

f -  C a r t r i d a e  120mm. US Armv. M 8 2 7 / 8 2 9 / 8 2 9 A l  s e r i e s .  a l s o  
u n d e r  N R C  L i c e n s e  SUC-1380. 

a .  C a r t r i d a e  7.62mm. US Armv. m o d e l  number  u n a v a i l a b l e .  a l s o  
u n d e r  NRC L i c e n s e  SUB-834. i s s u e d  t o  t h e  US Armv Combat  S v s t e m s  
T e s t  A c t i v i t v .  A b e r d e e n  P r o v i n q  G r o u n d .  M a r v l a n d .  

h .  C a r t r i d a e  5 0  c a l i b e r .  U S  Armv.  m o d e l  n u m b e r s  u n a v a i l a b l e .  
a l s o  u n d e r  NRC L i c e n s e  SUB-834. 

SECTION I1 O o e r a t i o n a l  P r o c e d u r e s  

1. T r a n s o o r t a t i o n :  DU m u n i t i o n s  u i l l  b g  t r a n s p o r t e d .  p a c k a a e d .  
m a r k e d .  a n d  l a b e l e d  i n  a c c o r d a n c e  w i t h  a p p l i c a b l e  DOT a n d  DOD 
r e a u l a t i o n s  u n l e s s  s o e c i f i c a l l v  e x e m p t e d .  Q u a n t i t y  o f  DU i s  
l i m i t e d  b v  t h e  c a o a c i t v  o f  t r a n s p o r t  c o n v e y a n c e  r a t h e r  t h a n  
r a d i o a c  t i v i  t v  l i m i t s .  

a .  R e c e i v i n a :  The  f o l l o w i n q  o p e r a t i o n s  a r e  p e r f o r m e d  d u r i n a  
r e c e i v i n a  o o e r a t i o n s :  

(1) P r o d u c t  A s s u r a n c e  (PA)  p e r s o n n e l  a r e  n o t i f i e d  b v  
s e c u r i t v  o e r s o n n e l  o f  t h e  a r r i v a l  o f  a  l o a d e d  i n b o u n d  v e h i c l e .  

( 2 )  The v e h i c l e  i s  c h e c k e d  b y  Q A  p e r s o n n e l  f o r  
s e r v i c e a b i l i t v  a n d  b v  s e c u r i t v  p e r s o n n e l  f o r  u n a u t h o r i z e d  o r  
s u s ~ i c i o u s  a r t i c l e s .  

( 3 )  S e a l s  w i l l  be  c h e c k e d  b y  Q A  p e r s o n n e l  a q a i n s t  b i l l -  
o f - l a d i n a  f o r  ~ r o ~ e r  number .  I f  t h e  seal(s) is b r o k e n .  m i s s i n a .  
o r  a  f o r e i a n  s e a l  i s  f ound .  t h e  c a r r i e r  u i l l  b e  t r e a t e d  a s  a 
s u s p e c t  v e h i c l e  a n d  . w i l l  be  moved t o  t h e  S u s p e c t  V e h i c l e  H o l d i n q  
A r e a .  S e c u r i t v  O f f i c e r  and t h e  T r a n s p o r t a t i o n  O f f i c e r  v i l l  b e  
n o  t i  t i e d  i m m e d i a t e l v .  

( 4 )  O R  p e r s o n n e l  c u t  and  r e m o v e s  t h e  s e a l  a n d  o p e n s  t h e  
d o o r .  P e r s o n n e l  o o e n i n q  t h e  d o o r  w i l l  e x e r c i s e  c a u t i o n  t o  
  re vent b e i n a  s t r u c k  b v  anv c a r q o  w h i c h  mav h a v e  b e e n  d i s p l a c e d  
d u r i n a  m o v e m e n t  o f  t h e  s h i o m e n t .  T h e  l o a d  w i l l  b e  i n s p e c t e d  f o r  
damaae c a u s e d  b v  i m ~ r o o e r  b l o c k i n q .  b r a c i n q ,  o r  l o a d i n a .  

( 5 )  I f  t h e  v e h i c l e  i s  f r e e  o f  u n a u t h o r i z e d  o r  s u s p i c i o u s  
a r t i c l e s .  t h e  d o o r  mav b e  opened  w i t h  c a u t i o n  a n d  i n t e r n a l  
i n s o e c t i o n  c o n d u c t e d .  I f  an u n a u t h o r i z e d  o r  s u s p i c i o u s  
a r t i c l e ( s )  i s  d e t e c t e d .  u n a u t h o r i z e d  p e r s o n n e l  w i l l  b e  e v a c u a t e d  
f r o m  i n s o e c t i o n  a r e a  a  m in imum o f  1 8 0 0  f e e t .  Q A  p e r s o n n e l  w i l l  

t h e n  c o n d u c t  a  t h o r o u q h  i n s p e c t i o n  o f  t h e  s u s o i c i o u s  a r t i c l e .  
o o r a i n i n a  a s s i s t a n c e  f r o m  t h e  l o c a l  E x ~ l o s i v e  O r d n a n c e  D i s p o s a l  
i .  i f  ! ;ec- .ssarv .  
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I 1; 13. The 1icesree shall  main ta in  records o f  informition irnpartaat t o  safe  and e f f e c t i v e  
decommissioning nt the address specified in Condition 10. per the  provisions of 10 

8. CFR 40.36(f )  u n t i l  this license i s  terminated by the Commission. 

4 This license doas not authorize the f i r i n g  o f  project i les  containing depleted 
u r a n i u m .  

Exczpt as speci f5c67ly provided otherwise in t h i s  1 icense, the 1 icensee shall 
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f-epresentat i ons and prccedures i n  the  1 icensee' s appf i c a t i  on and carrespondence are 
rnors r e s t r i c t i v e  than the regul a t  ions .  
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SIERRA ARMY DEPOT (SIAD'S) 
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR 
SQUARE FOOTAGE AVAILABLE 

I FOR POTENTIAL RELOCATION OF 
! 

1 

I 
h 
) 

THE U.S. ARMY DEFENSE 
) AMMUNITION CENTER AND 
> 

SCHOOL (USADACS) 





ADMINISTRATIVE SPACE 
- .- - - - - -- - 

*Bldgs 166, 167, and 168 
Built as 48-man barracks in 1976177 
16 rooms totaling 6932 SF (ea bldg) 

Bldg 169 
Built as 80-man barracks wtAdmin Space in 1990 

' 40 each 2-man rooms totaling 7850 SF 
Admin Space totaling 5250 SF 

*Bldg 597 
Built as administrative space in 1957 
Total of 7449 SF 

DininglSnack Bar, Bldg 165 and Bldg 144 
Bldg 165 - 4022 SF 
Bldg 144 - 7500 SF (Club Portion) 
Bldg 144 - 4670 SF (Guesthouse Portion) 

*All buildings are in excellent condition and 
available after July 1 996. 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

1 7w STREET 1425 F!5*223 t;',:; :J rfl~mr 
ARLINGTON, VA 22209 ,,,fitn icc.-..-,d: 

703-696-0504 .- "- * 4' tu,r;@rir/8-[&e / 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

June 5,1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUlSE STEELE 

Mr. Orrin Jack Hofhan 
President, Local 1808 
American Federation of 

Government Employees 
Sierra Army Depot 
P.O. Box 1060 
Herlong, California 96 1 13- 1060 

Dear Mr. Hoffman: 

Thank you for your letter and supplement .  information regarding the Sierra 
Army Depot, California. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and 
realignment process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information 
used by the Department of Defense when making its recommendations. I can assure you 
that the information you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our 
review and analysis process. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional information to bring to 
the attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 
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Duane Henderson 
127 Pleasant Ave 
Battle Creek MI 4901 5 
May 8, 1995 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman, BRAC Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman 

Enclosed you will find a proposal that outlines a process for consolidation of all 
Department of Defense (DOD) Cataloging and Standardization functions into one Joint 
Cataloging and Standardization Center. Also, I have enclosed a point paper which 
highlights the types of problems encountered in a non-consolidated cataloging and 
standardization function. 

The cataloging and standardization functions are currently performed by multiple DOD 
activities at several locations. Consolidating these functions in one location would 
eliminate duplication of effort, manpower and the cost of facilities. This proposal 
includes a recommendation to consolidate these functions at the Federal Center in Battle 
Creek, Michigan. 

The background of these functions begins in July 1952 when Congress passed Public 
Law 82-436 (The Defense Cataloging and Standardization Act). The law was designed 
to provide for an economical, efficient and effective supply management organization in 
DoD through the establishment of a single supply cataloging system. The legislative 
intent of the law was to integrate cataloging and standardization functions and end the 
wasteful duplication of resources. Although much has been accomplished since 1952 an 
entrenched bureaucracy currently exists where similar functions are being performed in 
the Military Services and the Defense Logistics Agency. Today, these functions are 
separated with different processes, procedures and data systems. This often results in 
non-value added coordination of tasks and delays in service to the customer. However, 
this is not the case in the Air Force. 

In 1976, the Air Force consolidated all Cataloging and Standardization functions at a 
single location in Battle Creek, Michigan. This centralization was successful and 
resulted in significant manpower reductions, reduced operating costs and improved 
customer service. 



If this proposal to establish a Joint Cataloging and Standardization Center were 
implemented it would reduce the 2,200 employees currently performing this function to 
less than 1,200. The one time cost for consolidation of functions is estimated at $30 
million spread over three years. The return on investment would be approximately $50 
million a year. The time and money saved from this proposal will more than justify the 
cost of consolidation. This proposal provides a better way to conduct an essential 
Government function. Also, it will fully implement Public Law 82-436 by reducing 
costs and eliminating redundancies. 

Centralization of this process is long overdue. Therefore, I strongly urge you to study 
this proposal and consider the advantages mentioned earlier. Accompanying this 
proposal is a copy of a briefing presented to Mr. Klugh, Office of the Under Secretary of 
Defense (OSDDUSD) on 24 February 1995, and Major General Babbit HQ Defense 
Logistics Agency (DLAIMM) on 9 March 1995. 

I realize this proposal may generate questions and I am ready to provide any additional 
information you may need. Please feel free to contact me at (616) 961-57 12. 

Sincerely, 

Duane Henderson 



REENGINEERING PROPOSAL: 

JOINT 

CATALOGING & STANDARDIZATION 

CENTER (JCASC) 

Good afternoon, .. . . We appreciate you taking time- to consider this 
proposal and expect you to see an opportunity for the entire DoD to 
benefit from it. 

Page 1 



OVERVIEW 

PROPOSAL 
BACKGROUND 
AF BUSINESS PROCESS 
DOD OPERATIONS 
PROPOSAL DETAILS 
CONCLUSION 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

After discussing what the proposal consists of, we'll briefly cover the 
background of the cataloging and standardization functions. Then we'll 
move on to the Air Force business process and an overview of how 
the DoD is currently handling operations in these areas After that, we'll 
go on to look at the details of the proposal in terms of functions, 
funding, manning and scheduling, concluding with our 
recommendations to you. 
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PROPOSAL 

ESTABLISH A JOINT CATALOGING & 

I I STANDARDIZATION CENTER I I 
AIR FORCE AS EXECUTIVE AGENT 
- WEAPON SYSTEM ORIENTED 
- CUSTOMER ORIENTED 

- QUALITY WORK 
- STANDARD BUSINESS PROCESS 

The proposal is to consolidate the people currently doing cataloging and 
standardization work at multiple locations thruout the DoD components into a 
single, joint center which will use a standard business process supported by a 
standard data system. 

There has been discussion of contracting out the cataloging function. 
However, we believe it is more cost effective for DoD to not only retain the 
function, but reengineer it by fully integrating it with item standardization. 

We also intend to convince you the AF is the appropriate executive agent to 
accomplish this consolidation. The other logical executive agent would be DLA. 

However, a military servicetends to be more weapon system sensitive. - 

Military Services have engineering cognizance and responsibility for weapon 
systems and their component items - DLA does not. Cataloging and 
Standardization decisions are ultimately dependent upon engineering 
decisions. 

Our customer service is equal to or better than anything in DoD. For example, 
our Cataloging and Standardization Center operates a customer helpline which 
has been involved in projects such as identifying weapon system parts found 
during MIA investigations in SE Asia. 

AF quality is good as shown by Federal Catalog System statistics and 
customer surveys. 

Most importantly, the AF already has a business process which can serve as 
the model for a joint organization. 
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DEFENSE CATALOGING AND 
STANDARDIZATION ACT 

PUBLIC LAW 82-436 
CATALOGING AND STANDARDIZATION 
PROGRAMS FORMALIZED 
SINGLE FEDERAL CATALOG (5 M ITEMS) 
SINGLE ITEM IDENTIFICATION (NSN) 

STANDARDIZATION: ELIMINATE DUPLICATE 
ITEMS ($) 

The cataloging and standardization functions were formalized by Public 
Law 82-436, the Defense Cataloging and Standardization Act. The 
result was a single federal catalog which uses a conimon National 
Stock Number, or NSN, to identify the - 5M supply items which are 
cataloged. The law required standardization in order to reduce 
inventory costs by eliminating duplicate items. 
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DEFENSE CATALOGING AND 
STANDARDIZATION ACT (CONT.) 

RESPONSIBILITY ASSIGNED TO DLA (DLSC 
ADMINISTERS) 

SCOPE: DOD, GSA, NATO 

The law assigned responsibility for the cataloging and standardization 
functions to the Defense Logistics Agency, DLA. The automated 
Federal Catalog is managed by the Defense Logistics Services Center, 
or DLSC, which is a subordinate DLA activity. DLSC is located in Battle 
Creek, Michigan as is the Air Force's Cataloging and Standardization 
Center. 

The law applied specifically to the DoD, but required GSA & DoD to 
coordinate their cataloging & standardization activities. Later legislation 
requires standardization & interoperability for NATO equipment, which 
has resulted in NATO adopting many features of the Federal Catalog 
system. - - 
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DEFENSE CATALOGING AND 
STANDARDIZATION ACT (CONT.) 

1 1  INTERRELATED I I 

LETTER VS SPIRIT 

Congress not only believed the two disciplines were necessary, but that 
they needed to be interrelated to avoid costs. Despite the way parts of 
DoD are currently organized, please note it's NOT the cataloging & 
provisioning act NOR the engineering & standardization act. 

In these times of downsizing, the danger lies in complying with the letter 
of the law (assigning NSNs) while trampling on its spirit (failing to root 
out or prevent unnecessary duplicates). 
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DEFENSE CATALOGING AND 
STANDARDIZATION ACT (CONT.) 

MANDATE MET - PAST? 

- 1970 REPORT BY COMM ON GOVT OPERATIONS: NO 
- 1979 COMPTROLLER GENERAL REPORT: NO 

- 1986 GAO REPORT: NO 

MANDATE MET - PRESENT? 

- NEW NSNS WITHOUT DESCRIPTION 
u ARMY 31% 
)) DLA lCPs 24% 
)) AF, NAVY, MC < 1% 

Congress has been told at least three times in the past that the purpose 
of the statute was not being fully realized. 

Are we doing any better today? A key report indicates that the D L ,  
and Army Inventory Control Points are struggling to even describe the 
items they stocklist. When the only identification attached to an NSN is 
the part number, people in the field have no way of knowing whether 
the item they need to requisition is stocklisted unless their part number 
exactly matches one recorded on an NSN. Furthermore, they are 
precluded from searching for an item when they know only what they 

- need, but don't know the part number. - 
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS 7 
1. STANDARD SYSTEMS 
2. DOD DOWNSIZING 
3. REINVENTING GOVERNMENT 
4. NATIONAL PERFORMANCE REVIEW 
5. DEFENSE PERFORMANCE REVIEW 
6. ACQUISITION REFORM 

Obviously you are well acqainted with the environmental factors shown 
here. 

Our proposal works nicely within the framework of the first five factors 
and, if currently implemented, would streamline accomplishment of the 
specification work associated with acquisition reform. 
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INTERFACING DISCIPLINES 

ITEM MGMT TECH DATA MGMT 

PROVlSlONlNGl 
EQUIPMENT SPECIALIST PROCUREMENT 

The cataloging and standardization functions have key interfaces with 
the disciplines shown here. 

The proposal does not recommend any changes to the roles of the 
people in the interfacing disciplines. We've heard of a proposal to 
combine provisioning with cataloging. Although that proposal could be 
made compatible with this one, this is not our immediate intent. 
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AF BUSINESS PROCESS 
I FEATURES 

SYNERGY OF CATALOGING & 
STANDARDIZATION FUNCTIONS 

EMPHASIS ON MANUAL ITEM ENTRY 
CONTROL (IEC) 

MULTISKILLED WORKFORCE 
ADVANCED USE OF ADP 
PROCEDURES & DATA SYSTEMS 
LOCATED WITH WORKERS 

Now let's turn to some of the key aspects of the Air Force business 
process for standardization and cataloging. Not only have we realized 
the synergy between these functions foreseen by Congress, but we 
believe this business process could provide a sound foundation for the 
joint center. 
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First, let's look at three examples of how benefits are derived when 
the standardization and cataloging functions work closely together. 

- 

In this example, the standardization discipline becomes aware of a 
new kind of item, solar panels, as it reviews items which are 
entering the DoD inventory. The cataloging discipline then creates a 
new Federal Supply Class, a set of approved names for the items, 
and a descriptive tool known as a Federal Item Identification Guide, 
or FIIG. Thus similar items can be grouped and compared to prevent 
undue proliferation of inventory items . 

SYNERGY OF FUNCTIONS: 
EXAMPLE 1 

+ 

TECHNOLOGY: FEDERAL SUPPLY FEDERAL ITEM 
SOLAR PANELS CLASS & ITEM NAMES IDENTIFICATION 

GUIDE (FIIG) 
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SYNERGY OF FUNCTIONS: 
EXAMPLE 2 

ITEM GROUP 

-BEST- 
1201220 Volt 

Var. Wattage 

NSN 1 

-BETTER- 

1201220 Volt 

NSN 2 

- 

-GOOD- 

120 Volt 

- NSN 3 

In the second example, 3 similar, but not totally equal items, are 
grouped in such a way that people in the field can determine 
which ones can and cannot be substituted for others. This 
requires the cataloging discipline to provide accurate 
descriptions and part numbers, while the standardization 
discipline determines and records the substitutability. When 
such items are grouped, their requirements computations can be 
combined to reduce potential overstock conditions. 
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SYNERGY OF FUNCTIONS: 
EXAMPLE 3 

NSN 1234-56-78901 23 

OLD SPEC = OBSOLETE PART 
NUMBER 

NEW SPEC = CURRENT PART 
NUMBER 

In the third example, the standardization discipline works with 
industry and AF engineers to develop a new specification to 
replace an existing one. The cataloging discipline updates the 
part numbers on the NSNs associated with the specification, so 
people in the field know the relationship between the old & new 
specs. This prevents them from continuing to order under the 
old spec, precluding a manufacturer from restarting a production 
line for an obsolete item. 
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EMPHASIS ON MANUAL ITEM 
ENTRY CONTROL (IEC) 

PIN 
API-19 + = NO NSN AUTOMATED 

+ 
PIN PIN 

API-19 + = IAP1-19 = NSN MANUAL 

AIR FORCE 
RESEARCH 

ltem entry control, or IEC, is the comparison of a potential DOD 
inventory item to all similar existing inventory items. ltem entry control 
ensures maximum use of existing assets and insertion of new items 
with superior performance into the supply system, hence giving the 
customer the best available item for the best price. 

There are two ways to conduct item entry control: 

-Everyone conducts automated IEC which is computerized screening 
of the part number for the proposed new supply item against the part 
numbers recorded on all existing NSNs. The customer who submits the 
part number often has no idea whether its format is valid. 

- 

In addition, the Air Force performs a manual IEC process which goes 
several steps further than the automated procedure. Using in-depth 
knowledge of the Federal Supply Classes they work anti the part 
number structures of the manufacturers, our Logistics Data Managers 
often determine that correcting the format of the part number will result 
in a match to an existing inventory item. In our real life example, 
neither the system program manager nor the contractor had any idea 
part number API-19 was stocklisted as IAPI-19. They rnay also find a 
different inventory item that meets the customer's form, fit & function 
requirements. 
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EMPHASIS ON MANUAL ITEM 
ENTRY CONTROL (IEC) (CONT.) 

AIR FORCE 

AUTOMATED AUTOMATED & 
IEC MANUAL IEC 

Manual, aggressive IEC is the method through which the cataloging 
and standardization functions pay for themselves. Remember, 
Congress' purpose in establishing these disciplines was to save money 
by keeping the number of supply items to the minimum required. 
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MULTISKILLED WORKFORCE 

I I AF LOGISTICS DATA MANAGER I I 

ABSORB MANPOWER CUTS 

In the past three years we converted our separate catalogers and 
standardizers into a single discipline, the Logistics Data Manager. 

This consolidation of disciplines streamlined and reengineered our work 
processes, contributing to our survival during recent manpower cuts. 

For example, the person who is determining whether a new item is a 
duplicate of something already in the inventory is also charged with 
requesting its NSN when appropriate. Because this person is already 
familiar with the technical characteristics of the item, writing the 
transaction to request the NSN is almost an afterthought. 
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ADVANCED USE OF ADP 
FEDLOG 

IHS VENDORS 

TECHNICAL ORDERS 

PROVISIONING DRAWINGS 

VENDOR CATALOGS RED = DOD SYSTEMS 
GREEN = OTHER 

Our Logistics Data Managers can access almost all the tools required 
to perform their jobs via a single terminal at their desks. First, we and 
our customers have on-line access to Air Force mainframe systems. 
These systems are shown in blue. Examples are the systems used to 
submit and work cataloging requests and the system we use to conduct 
preprovisioning review. 

Second, we access DoD on-line systems such as those shown in red 
Third, we access server-hosted systems (shown in green) such as 
CDFICHE, IHS Vendor Data & our workload reporting system via our 
Local Area Network. 

W s e  information technology capabilities offer excettent leverage for 
process reengineering . 

The three key types of data not available on line at our desks are 
technical orders, provisioning drawings and vendor catalogs. 
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PROCEDURES & DATA 
SYSTEMS LOCATED WITH 

WORKERS 

* CASC DATA SYSTEMS I I 

Although the cataloging & standardization work was consolidated at 
one location when CASC was formed in 1976, the tools required to 
perform the work were owned by HQ AFMC. 

In 1983 CASC assumed responsibility for procedures. In 1994, we 
picked up responsibility for data system functional requirements. These 
are procedures and data systems which impact not only CASC, but 
several of the interfacing functions and the Major Commands we 
support. CASC is now the program manager for these data systems 
and procedures. 
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AIR FORCE SUMMARY 

CONSOLIDATION 
- SYNERGISTIC FUNCTIONS 
- MULTISKILLED WORKFORCE 
- CO-LOCATION OF WORKERS, PROCEDURES, DATA 

SYSTEMSMANAGEMENT 

ADVANCED USE OF AUTOMATION 

EMPHASIS ON ITEM ENTRY CONTROL ($) 

In short, the AF cataloging & standardization process is leaner, smarter, 
more efficient & cost effective as a result of consolidation, automation & 
our emphasis on item entry control-- the money-making aspect of the 
process. 
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Although not all inclusive, the purpose of the following several charts is 
to show the fragmented organizational framework in which cataloging 
and standardization function today. 

First, OASD has separate offices for cataloging & standardization. 
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Second, D M .  

HQ provides policy & oversight of DLSC & the Inventory Control Points, 
or ICPs, based on its role as Federal Catalog System, or FCS, 
administrator . 

DLSC does FCS program management, NATO cataloging, 
catalog publication mgmt & training. 

Each of the D M  lCPs do cataloging & standardization work, with 
one person performing both functions. 
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Third, the Army. HQ AMC provides the policy. The Logistics Support 
Activity, LOGSA, in Huntsville AL, does program management, 
procedures and catalog maintenance actions, as well as serving as the 
standardization focal point. The lCPs have incorporated NSN 
assignment requests with provisioning and do the specification and 
standard work. 
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NAVY 

9 

Fourth, the Navy. The Chief of Naval Operations provides policy 
direction. NAVSUP does the cataloging program and data system 
management. The lCPs in Pennsylvania request NSNs and maintain 
the catalog data. The lCPs also handle incoming Item Reduction 
Studies. The remainder of the specification and standards work is done 
at NAVAIR, NAVFAC, NAVSEA, SPAWAR, etc. 
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Next, the Marine Corps. HQ provides the policy. The Logistics Base at 
Albany, Georgia does program management, procedures and 
transactions for both cataloging and standardization. 
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We've already discussed that the Air Force has consolidated the 
functions and moved everything except policy to the current AFMC 
Cataloging & Standardization Center. 
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Putting together the previous six charts gives an idea of how many 
players there are on the current DoD standardization & cataloging 
playing field. 

- - 
NONSTANDARD PRACTICES AND DATA 

SYSTEMS 

0.s. 

As we just highlighted, every DoD component performs the Cataloging 
and Standardization functions differently. 

HQ 
AMC 

7 
LOGSA 

Each component uses different and unique data systems to perform its 
functions. 

MILITARY 
SERVICES 

The question we need to ask is how long we can afford the 
- REDUNDANCY OF BOTH DATA SYSTEMWND PROCESSES? 
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COORDINATION 

m 

Coming to agreement on even changing a part number for an NSN 
used by more than one service involves multiple handoffs between 
cataloging/standardization organizations IN ADDITION to the 
interfacing decision makers such as cognizant engineers, equipment 
specialists and item managers. 

The coordination shown by the arrows is all accomplished via hard 
copies and each step can take up to 60 days. 

Coordination of cataloging tools, procedures, data system changes, or 
standardization decisions follows much the same process and is 
equally lengthy. - 

Similarly, when DOD wants or needs to implement one of its initiatives 
in the cataloging or standardization functions, it finds rapid progress 
hindered by the number of players. For example, the acquisition reform 
initiatives on specifications & standards are being implemented 
unevenly in the DoD components. Each service & DLA are 
independently screening their documents to determine which have 
recent procurement history, while the capability to do a single, central 
screening of all documents exists. 
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DOD SUMMARY 

INABILITY TO RAPIDLY RESPOND 
TO CUSTOMER NEEDS 

In summary, DoD's current cataloging and standardization systems are 
not necessarily designed with the customer in mind. 
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1 

PROPOSAL 

ESTABLISH A JOINT CATALOGING & 
STANDARDIZATION CENTER 

AIR FORCE AS EXECUTIVE AGENT 

. 
Before turning to some of the details of the proposal, we probably need 
to restate it. We're recommending consolidation of the people currently 
doing cataloging and standardization work in multiple locations thruout 
the DoD components into a joint cataloging and standardization center. 
At least initially, the Air Force would serve as DOD executive agent to 
build and implement the joint center. 
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PROPOSAL DETAILS 

FUNCTIONS 
CHAIN OF COMMAND 
DAY-TO-DAY OPERATIONS 
ORGANIZATION STRUCTURE 
MANPOWER 
SCHEDULE 
FUNDING 

Now let's go one level deeper into the proposal to look at the functions 
we believe it can most effectively perform, its chain of command, 
method of conducting operations, proposed organizational structure, 
manpower, schedule and funding requirements. 

Page 30 



TRANSFER OF FUNCTIONS 
TO JOINT CENTER 

The joint center would pull procedures, data system management and 
production functions from the military services and DLA. 
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JOINT CENTER FUNCTIONS 

FEDERAL CATALOG SYSTEM ADMINISTRATOR 
FEDERAL CATALOG SYSTEM PROGRAM 

MANAGEMENT 
PROCEDURES 
FUNCTIONAL DATA SYSTEM MANAGEMENT 
PERFORMANCE OF CATALOGING & 

STANDARDIZATION ACTIONS 
NATO CATALOGING & INTERFACE 
CUSTOMER SERVICE 
TRAINING 
PUBLICATIONS CONTRACT MANAGEMENT 

Next, let's talk about the functions we're recommending the joint, center perform. They include: 

D L ,  HQ's role as Federal Catalog System Administrator . 

Management of Federal Catalog System programs such as manufacturer code assignments 
and mechanized provisioning screening. 

Both DOD wide procedures now disseminated by HQ DLA & DLSC, and service unique 
procedures required for the interfacing functions to access cataloging & standardization data. 
For example, we currently have responsibility for writing the procedures used by the AF retail 
and wholesale communities to submit cataloging and standardization requests for our action or 
advice. 

- 

--functional data system management by the jointcenter would include the Federal Catalog - 

and several related systems such as MEDALS. It would also include a standard data system to 
provide interfaces to the retail & wholesale communities . 
Performance of cataloging and standardization actions currently accomplished in the DoD 
components. This includes assistance in development, coordination & conversion of 
specifications and standards; item entry control, stock number assignment & maintenance; 
catalog tool development; technical data validation; provisioning support, and Item Reduction 
Studies. 

The NATO production work. 

DOD wide customer service such as that currently provided by DLSC, Army & AF help desks. 

Federal Catalog System training and management of the catalog publication contracts. 
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I I CHAIN OF COMMAND I I 

Now that we've discussed what the Joint Center would include in its 
mission, let's look at its proposed formal chain of command, operational 
flow, manning and funding. 

Administratively, official policies would continue to flow from OASD & 
DLA HQ to the joint center. Those same policies would be provided to 
equivalent levels in the military services for their review, determination 
of interfacing function requirements, and input. HQ DLA would resolve 
policy-level issues before the joint center was asked to implement them. 
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I 

DAY-TO-DAY OPERATIONS 

TECH DATA 
MGMT 

ITEM 
MGMT 

Operationally, the joint center would work with the interfacing functions 
in DLA and the military services on programs, procetlures, data 
systems, individual documents, and individual items. W~thin the joint 
center, the single, standard business process would be implemented, 
supported by a standard data system. 

HQ DLA & OASD would be available to resolve issues as necessary, 
but would seldom be involved with day-to-day operations. HQ AFMC, or 
possibly HQ USAF, would administer the funds and manpower for the 
joint center. 
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ORGANIZATION STRUCTURE 

L 

As you can see, the key organizations in the joint center would be those 
that perform the cataloging and standardization actions and manage 
the programs, procedures and data systems. 

Customer service would provide world-wide support. 

Catalog distribution and management involves preparation of master 
copies of the catalog prior to release to the contractor for duplication 
and distribution. It would also provide tailored extracts of catalog 
information to the customer. 

The other organizations would form a typical support structure. 
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MANPOWER METHOD 

We'll talk about the number of people needed shortly. The organization 
would be heavily civilian, possibly with a larger military presence during 
start upltransition. 

It would be preferable to have as many people as possible transfer with 
the positions to retain their expertise and knowledge of interfacing 
functions in the military services and DLA. No adverse impact is 
anticipated for the people who transfer, with training required for almost 
everyone to learn the standard business process. 

The job series and gradeshanks are expected to be very similar to 
those in place today. 

The manning would be accomplished by interservice manpower 
transfer from the DoD components in proportion to their workload. 
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MANPOWER REQUIRED 

DMRD 926 2860 

DMRD 926 ADJUSTED 2225 

AF ESTIMATE < 1200 

Manpower is the area within which disagreements most readily arise 
regarding resource requirements for these functions. Unfortunately, 
definitive data upon which to disagree is not available. There are at 
least two reasons for this: 

First, DLA and the military services each include different functions 
within the cataloging & standardization definitions. 

Second, even if everyone agreed on the definitions, the cataloging & 
standardization functions or portions of them are dispersed to various 
organizations and disciplines, making accurate manpower accounting 
difficult. 

.- - - 

Our best estimate of the manpower currently used throughout DoD to 
perform the cataloging and standardization functions starts with the 
2860 personnel equivalents identified during DMRD 926 in the early 
1990s. We then decreased that number by the same percentage the 
Air Force has reduced us from 1989 out through 1997, coming up with 
an adjusted number of 2225 PEs. 

However, we believe that elimination of redundancies, the 
implementation of a single, standard business process and associated 
standard data system, can result in a organization of fewer than 1200 
people. 
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SCHEDULE 

Program DLSC & CASC DLA lcp Navy. Army Joint Centf!r 
Decision Made; Merge: joint Operations and MC Fully 
Planning and Center Formed Move to Joint Operations Operational 
Preparation: Center Move to Joint 
No Change in Center 
Operations 

Before discussing funding, let's look at the proposed schedule for 
implementation of the joint center. Assuming that a decision was made 
in early FY 96, the entire year would be consumed in planning and 
preparation. FY 97 would see the initial formation of the joint center 
with the merger of the Defense Logistics Services Center and the Air 
Force's Cataloging and Standardization Center. This would combine 
management of the Federal Catalog with the Air Force's business 
practices. Since DLSC and CASC are already co-located in Battle 
Creek, this step is relatively painless. During FY 98, affected operations 
from the DLA Inventory Control Points would move to the Joint Center. 
FY 99 would see the affected operations of the remaining Services, 
Navy, Army and Marine Corps;moving to-the Center. By FY 2000, the 
Joint Center would be fully operational. 
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FUNDING REQUIRED 

MILLIONS OPERATIONS 
200 

TRANSITION 
175 

150  THEN YEAR $ 

125  

1 0 0  

7 5 

50  

25 

0  

FY96 FY97 FY98 FY99 FY2000 

Program DLSC & CASC DLA ICP Navy, Army Joint Center 
Made; Merge: Joint Operations and MC Fully 

Planning and Center Formed Move to Joint Operations Operational 
Preparation: Center Move to Joint 
No Change in Center 
Operations 

Now, let's discuss the funding categories and amounts as the joint center is created. 

Operations costs consist of salaries and support costs. Support costs include local ADP 
maintenance and replacement, local communications, office space rental, training and TDY 
They also include such fee for service payments as those to DlSO for mainframe ADP 
operations & long haul communications, and DSDC for mainframe programming support. 

Just as all BRAC proposals must account for transition costs, so must this proposal. 
Transition costs would include charges for local ADP, communications, furniture, separation 
incentives, PCS moves, supplies, equipment, TDY and training. They should also include, 
but we were unable to quantify, changes to mainframe legacy systems to maintain customer 
interfaces. 

The stacked bar grams show both operations and transition costs for allDoD cataloging and 
standardization operations. 

FY 96 shows the approximate $155M for TODAY'S DOD OPERATIONS plus minimal 
transition costs associated with TOY for planning and preparation. 

In FY 97, the operations costs decrease due to the merger of CASC and DLSC but the 
transition costs increase due to retraining of DLSC and CASC employees as they prepare to 
take on new duties. At this point, many of the Joint Center's employees would be in place. 

FY 98 and 99 operations costs decrease dramatically because heavy workloads from the 
DLA, Army, Navy and Marine Corps move to the new center but few of the people doing the 
work will need to transfer. Transition costs are greatest in these years due to such factors as 
separation incentives, PCS, TDY and training. 

By FY 2000, operations costs will have decreased from $155M to $1 01 M with an investment 
of only $30M in transition costs. Hence, the new center will have recouped all transition costs 
by the time it is fully operational. Page 39 



TRANSFER EACH FY 1 
The DoD components would fund the center by reimbursing their share 
through the Defense Business Operating Fund, Supply Management 
Business Area. This is the way in which DLSC is now funded. 

In addition to continuing costs, transition and start up costs would be 
borne by the services & DLA. 
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CONCLUSION 
SATISFIES REINVENTION/NPR/DPR CRITERIA 0 00 PROCESS EMPHASIS 

000 POINT SYSTEM 

SATISFIES CONGRESSIONAL INTENT 

In terms of reinventing government, NPR & DPR, this proposal: 

-Provides a streamlined organization, with fewer layers of 
management and a single business process. Authority & responsibility 
are delegated to a single organization, which is the one where the work 
is done. 

-Radically reengineers two functions by combining them into one job 
series and putting the emphasis on Item Entry Control which fulfills the 
congressional intent of their establishment: save DOD and taxpayer 
money. 

- - 

-Provides a single cataloging/standardization focal point to customers 
and industry. 

-Allows a standard data system to be fielded and maintained in one 
location resulting in ease of fielding and significant $ savings. 

-Provides accountability and empowerment to the people managing 
Federal Supply Classes or programs. Since they will be the single 
manager, the extensive no-value handoffs will be eliminated. 

Page 41 



RECOMMENDATIONS 

SUPORT A TEAM CHARTERED TO MAKE 
IT HAPPEN 
- START WITHIN 60 DAYS 
- MEMBERSHIP 

)) APPROPRIATE USD OFFICES 
)) DLA 
>> MILITARY SERVICES 

SUPPORT AF AS EXECUTIVE AGENT 

Our key recommendation to you is to support a team by this summer to 
implement this proposal. 

The recommendation ISN'T to STUDY the idea, IT'S to IMPLEMENT. 
We can almost guarantee that if this proposal is studied again, you will 
be surrounded by rice bowl smoke screens, and presented with a 
thousand surmountable issues clothed as insurmountable. 

The AF is best postured to serve as the Executive Agent for the joint 
center, at least in the beginning, because it has the best core capability 
upon which to build. 
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POINT PAPER 

ON 

FASTENING DEVICES 

BACKGROUND: 

Public Law 82-436 (the 1952 Defense Cataloging and Standardization Act) mandated a single item 
identification for each supply item which would be maintained in a single Federal Catalog. The 
Cataloging and Standardization disciplines were established to perform duties associated with the creation 
and maintenance of the Catalog. Congress' main purpose in establishing these disciplines was to save 
money by keeping the number of supply items in the inventory to the minimum required. 

Today's Federal Catalog consists of - 6M items. Of these items, -7% are fastening devices. 

STATISTICS: 

Six of the Federal Supply Classes (FSCs) of the Federal Catalog were considered for these computations. 
They are as follows: 

FSC FSCName Population for FSC 

5305 Screws 164,295 
5306 Bolts 76,27 1 
5307 Studs 24,220 
53 15 Nails, Keys & Pins 87,174 
5320 Rivets 44,477 
5325 Fastening Devices 19.712 

Total 416,149 

FSC 53 10 " Nuts and Washers" (161,948 population) and FSC 5340 " Miscellaneous Hardware" 
(240,728) would also contain some fastening devices but were not considered in these computations . 

COST OF STOCKLIST ACTIONIYEARLY MAINTENANCE: 

The cost of stocklisting an item utilizing a combined weighted average from DLA, Navy, Army, and Air 
Force is -$341 in FY 95 constant dollars. (-$141M for the 416,149 fastening devices in today's Federal 
Catalog using FY 95 dollars) 

The cost to maintain an item utilizing the same weighted average process is -$360 in FY 95 constant 
dollars. (-$150M for the 416,149 fastening devices in today's Federal Catalog) 

RAMIFICATIONS: 

Synergy of combining Cataloging and Standardization functions allows similar items to be grouped and 
compared to prevent undue proliferation in the inventory. If these functions are properly employed, the 
Federal Catalog remains lean, with only those items truly needed enteringlremaining in the inventory. 
Conversely, if Cataloging and Standardization processes are independently performed, the Federal 
Catalog swells with a concurrent increase in costs. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

200 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0200 

- -  - 

ATTENTION OF 

April 27, 1995 

Mr. Edward A. Brown 111 
Defense Base Closure and Realingment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Brown: 

The attached response to a General Accounting Office (GAO) request on the Fort 
Indiantown Gap recommendataion is provided for your information. 

Point of contact for this action is MAJ Fletcher, (703)693-0077 

-s. 

Attachment 

MICHAEL G. JONES 
COL, GS 
Director, The Army Basing Study 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

200 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0200 

REPLY TO 
ATTENTION OF 

DACS-TABS 25 April 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE, ATTN: MR STEVEN DESART 

SUBJECT: TABS Comments on the Internal Review of Fort Indiantown Gap Analysis 

1. Per your request, we have reviewed the Internal Review #95- 17, prepared by the Pennsylvania 
National Guard. We have also reviewed the Follow -up Memorandum dated 10 April 1995. 

THE BOTTOM LINE ASSESSMENT: 

FIG closure pays back, it is a smart recommendation - using our numbers or theirs! 

OVERALL IMPRESSION: This was a very cursory review of the Army's recommendation to 
close Fort Indiantown Gap. It did not accurately reflect the Army's process. The review presents 
biased and incomplete information designed to mislead. The Internal Review could have been 
better prepared had the author consulted with any of the audit staff who have been working 
BRAC issues for over a year. 

-.*. 

2. ISSUES PRESENTED BY THE INTERNAL REVIEW: 

A. "Savings Can Not Exceed Expenditures" 

poiition of the Internal Review: TAl3S overestimates the savings (by $10 M) from 
closing Fort Indiantown Gap and leaves no funding to run a reserve enclave. 

-. - 
TABS position: TABS used consistent, standa; dized data sources and methodologies ro 

predict the savings from closing Fort Indiantown Gap. In order to assess the potential materizi 
impact on the recommendation of overestimating savings, we have completed a sensiti\-it!. 
analysis using the suggested BOS, WMA, and Civilian Salary (Encl 1). The result does not 
change the Return on Investment years (still one year). Even if the information presented by rn?  
Internal Review represents valid estimates, it would not alter the Army's recommendation to 
close Fort Indiantown Gap. 

Result of sensitivity analysis: No material impact. 
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SUBJECT: TABS Comments on the Internal Review of Fort Indiantown Gap Analysis 

DISCUSSION: Differences between TABS savings and the Internal Review boil down to four 
main points. 

POINT #1: TABS adjusted future Base Support costs due to population changes. The 
Internal Review did not. The baseline data used to predict FY96 funding was provided by the 
installation, through the Major Am~y  Command (MACOM) to TABS during the Installation 
Assessment process. TABS adjusted this baseline data by inflating the dollar amount to FY 96 
dollars and by adjusting the overall funding based on scheduled population changes. For 
population increases, TABS predicted more Base Support funding than the baseline amount 
reported by the installation. For Fort Indiantown Gap, the scheduled population increase 
(between the FY 93 population in the 8 June 1993 ASIP, and the FY 96 population in the 16 May 
1994 ASIP) was 180%. This factor was used to increase the overall level of funding for FY 96. 

Subsequent review by TABS and AAA discovered that the 8 June ASIP for Fort 
Indiantown Gap was incorrect. The Fort Indiantown Gap garrison was not included in the 8 June 
1993 ASIP. The actual population for FY 93 was 1077 not 71 5. TABS recomputed the FY 96 
Base Support information. The table at enclosure 2 shows the revised COBRA screen four 
information based on new population data. 

POINT #2: TABS included reimbursable costs as part of the Base Support budget. The 
internal review did not. Because the COBRA scenario deals with the entire population - saving 
money if they depart and adding money if they arrive, the total cost to run a base is needed in 
COBRA. This is part of a standard methodology used by TABS. 

POINT #3: Funds left at Fort Indiantown Gap. The COBRA model does include costs to 
continue training at Fort Indiantown Gap. The COBRA DELTAS report shows that only 38% of 
the combined RPMABOS nonpayroll amount is considered a savings. The remaining 62% is 
not saved ahd therefore left at Fort Indiantown Gap to provide for training and operation of the 
enclave. In fact a total of $14 million is not saved (left to run FIG) in the TABS submission to 
the Commission, and a total of $ 2.7 million per year is not saved (left to run FIG) in the 
sensitivity analysis using the-Internal Review Base Support numbers. 

POINT #4: Civilian Salary Savings. The Internal Review cites a cost of $7 million to 
pay the salary of the 3 15 garrison civilians, about $22,222 per position. The follow-up report 
specifies $27,000 per civilian. The TABS standard factor for civilian salaries is $45,998 per 
position. TABS accounts for all personnel costs associated with civilian positions in computing 
an Army average. The average civilian salary factor has been validated by the Army Audit 
Agency. 



SUBJECT: TABS Comments on the Internal Review of Fort Indiantown Gap Analysis 

B. "Army Recognizes Its Not Economically Feasible to Close FITG" 

Position of the Internal Review: TABS produced analysis that shows it costs S3OO 
million to close Fort Indiantown Gap. Fort Indiantown Gap can't close because the Army still 
needs it to conduct training. The Internal Review also mentions environmental cleanup costs. 

TABS position: 

$300 Million Cost: TABS analysis shows a 1 year Return on Investment (MT6-1 
and $12 million in one time costs. The Internal Review cites a different version of the scenario 
(MT6-1) which moves every organization off of Fort Indiantown Gap and replaces their require2 
facilities. The scenario described in COBRA model MT6-1 was not the Army's recornmendatio~ 
and has no bearing on the Army's recommendation. 

Training Issue: Training can continue at Fort Indiantown Gap. The Army's 
recommendation states "... close FITG, except minimum essential facilities as a reserve enclave". 
This allows the Army to keep open facilities as needed to conduct training. The intent of the 
Army's recommendation is to close the facilities and land used for Annual Training (AT), and 
conduct future ATs at other locations. 

Environmental Cleanup Issue: OSD policy prohibits the Army fiom including 
the cleanup cost in TABS analysis. The Army is obligated to cleanup Fort Indiantown Gap --- whenever it closes, so it is not a cost proximate to the BRAC recommendation. 

3. CONCLUSION. Based on information presented in the Internal Review, TABS has 
performed a sensitivity analysis which shows no change in the one-time costs or in the Return o r  
Investment years. Even if the information presented by the Internal Review represent valid 
estimates, it would not alter the Army's recommendation to close Fort Indiantown Gap. 

- MICHAEL G. JONES 
COL, GS 
Director, The Army Basing Study 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SVMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 10:34 04/05/1995, Report Created 15:47 04/14/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Optiori Package : MT6-2-GAO 

Scenario File : c:\COBRA\MT6-2GAO.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Starting Year : 1996 

Final Year : 1998 

ROI Year : 1999 (1 Year) 

NPV in 2015($K): -169,972 

l-Time cost ($K) : 11,462 

Net Costs ($K) Constant Dollars 

1996 1997 
- - - -  - - - -  

Mil Con 0 0 

Person 0 o 
Overhd 430 322 
Moving 0 0 

Missio 0 0 

Other 0 0 

TOTAL 43 0 3 22 3,689 -13,872 

1996 1997 1998 1999 
- - - -  ---- - - - -  - - - -  

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Off 0 0 0 0 

En1 0 0 4 0 
Civ 0 0 265 0 
TOT 0 0 269 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Off 0 

En1 0 

stu 0 

Civ 0 

TOT 0 

-.'!..~ 
BASE X (NOT RIPED) - AREA SUPPORT 

265 CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
CIVILIAN SAtARY FACTOR = $22,222 

Total 

Total 
- - - - -  

Beyond 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data Ae Of 10:34 04/05/1995, Report Created 15:47 04/14/1995 

Department : ARMY 
. Optior: Package : MT6-2-GAO 

Scenario File : C:\COBRA\MT6-2GAO.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 
- - - -  - - - -  

MilCon 0 0 
Person 0 0 

Overhd 430 322 
Moving 0 0 
Missio 0 0 

Other 0 0 

Total Beyond 

TOTAL 430 322 

Savings ($K) Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 
- - - -  - - - -  

MilCon 0 0 
Person 0 0 

Overhd 0 0 
Moving 0 0 

Missio 0 0 
Other 0 0 

Total 
- - - - -  

Beyond 

TOTAL 0 0 



REVISED BASE SUPPORT COSTS FOR FORT INDIANTOWN GAP 

COST ELEMENT 
BASOPS.. Direct 
BASOPS.. Reimb 
RPMA .. Direct 
RPMA .. Reimb 
ENV .. Direct 
ENV .. Reimb 
AV .. Direct 
Family PGM Direct 
FY 93 DoD RPMD 
TOTAL FY 93$ 

FY 93 DOLLARS 
7,975.0 
3,397.3 
2,560.5 
1,252.7 
1,764.0 

869.6 
37.3 
32.9 

1.337.0 
19,226.3 

TOTAL RPMA 5,149.9 
RPMA NON PAY (66% OF TOTAL) 3,398 

BASOPS PAYROLL (40% OF TOTAL) 6,192 
BASOPS NON PAY (60% OF TOTAL) 9,288 
TOTAL BASOPS 15.481.5 
TOTAL ---R 18,880 
BASOPS ADJUSTMENT FY 93 TOTAL POP 1077 

FY 96 TOTAL POP 1295 
POPULATION ADJUSTMENT FACTOR 1.202 

TABS REVISED INTERNAL REVIEW 
ADJUSTED RPMA NON -PAY 4,086 1,500 
ADJUSTED BASOPS PAYROLL 7,446 7,000 - 
ADJUSTED BASOPS NON PAYROLL 11,169 2,900 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

200 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0200 

- 
ATTENTION OF 

April 27, 1995 

Mr. Edward A. Brown 111 
Defense Base Closure and Realingment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Brown: 

The attached response to a General Accounting OEce (GAO) request on the Fort 
Indiantown Gap recommendataion is provided for your information. 

Point of contact for this action is MAJ Fletcher, (703)693-0077. 

*- MICHAEL G. JONES 

COL, GS 
Director, The Army Basing Study 

Attachment 

Printed on Recycled Paper 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

200 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0200 

DACS-TABS 25 April 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE, ATTN: MR STEVEN DESART 

SUBJECT: TABS Comments on the Internal Review of Fort Indiantown Gap Analysis 

1. Per your request, we have reviewed the Internal Review #95-17, prepared by the Pennsylvania 
National Guard. We have also reviewed the Follow -up Memorandum dated 10 April 1995. 

THE BOTTOM LINE ASSESSMENT: 

FIG closure pays back, it is a smart recommendation - using our numbers or theirs! 

OVERALL IMPRESSION: This was a very cursory review of the Army's recommendation to 
close Fort Indiantown Gap. It did not accurately reflect the Army's process. The review presents 
biased and incomplete information designed to mislead. The Internal Review could have been 
better prepared had the author consulted with any of the audit staff who have been working 
BRAC issues for over a year. 

2. ISSUES PRESENTED BY THE INTERNAL REVIEW: 

A. "Savings Can Not Exceed Expenditures" 

Position of the Internal Review: TABS overestimates the savings (by $10 M) from 
closing Fort Indiantown Gap and leaves no funding to run a reserve enclave. 

TABS position: TABS used consistent, standardized data sources and methodologies to 
predict the savings from closing Fort Indiantown Gap. In order to assess the potential material 
impact on the recommendation of overestimating savings, we have completed a sensitivity 
analysis using the suggested BOS, RPMA, and Civilian Salary (Encl 1). The result does not 
change the Return on Investment years (still one year). Even if the information presented by the 
Internal Review represents valid estimates, it would not alter the Army's recommendation to 
close Fort Indiantown Gap. 

Result of sensitivity analysis: No material impact. 

Printed on Recycled Paper 



SUBJECT: TABS Comments on the Internal Review of Fort Indiantown Gap Analysis 

DISCUSSION: Differences between TABS savings and the Internal Review boil down to four 
main points. 

POINT #1: TABS adjusted future Base Support costs due to population changes. The 
Internal Review did not. The baseline data used to predict FY96 funding was provided by the 
installation, through the Major Army Command (MACOM) to TABS during the Installation 
Assessment process. TABS adjusted this baseline data by inflating the dollar amount to FY 96 
dollars and by adjusting the overall funding based on scheduled population changes. For 
population increases, TABS predicted more Base Support funding than the baseline amount 
reported by the installation. For Fort Indiantown Gap, the scheduled population increase 
(between the FY 93 population in the 8 June 1993 ASIP, and the FY 96 population in the 16 May 
1994 ASIP) was 180%. This factor was used to increase the overall level of funding for FY 96. 

Subsequent review by TABS and AAA discovered that the 8 June ASIP for Fort 
Indiantown Gap was incorrect. The Fort Indiantown Gap garrison was not included in the 8 June 
1993 ASIP. The actual population for FY 93 was 1077 not 7 15. TABS recomputed the FY 96 
Base Support information. The table at enclosure 2 shows the revised COBRA screen four 
information based on new population data. 

POINT #2: TABS included reimbursable costs as part of the Base Support budget. The 
internal review did not. Because the COBRA scenario deals with the entire population - saving 
money if they depart and adding money if they arrive, the total cost to run a base is needed in 
COBRA. This is part of a standard methodology used by TABS. 

POINT #3: Funds left at Fort Indiantown Gap. The COBRA model does include costs to 
continue training at Fort Indiantown Gap. The COBRA DELTAS report shows that only 38% of 
the combined RPMAIBOS nonpayroll amount is considered a savings. The remaining 62% is 
not saved and therefore left at Fort Indiantown Gap to provide for training and operation of the 
enclave. In fact a total of $14 million is not saved (left to run FIG) in the TABS submission to 
the Commission, and a total of $2.7 million per year is not saved (left to run FIG) in the 
sensitivity analysis using the Internal Review Base Support numbers. 

POINT #4: Civilian Salary Savings. The Internal Review cites a cost of $7 million to 
pay the salary of the 3 15 garrison civilians, about $22,222 per position. The follow-up report 
specifies $27,000 per civilian. The TABS standard factor for civilian salaries is $45,998 per 
position. TABS accounts for all personnel costs associated with civilian positions in computing 
an Army average. The average civilian salary factor has been validated by the Army Audit 
Agency. 



SUBJECT: TABS Comments on the Internal Review of Fort Indiantown Gap Analysis 

B. "Army Recognizes Its Not Economically Feasible to Close FITG" 

Position of the Internal Review: TABS produced analysis that shows it costs $300 
million to close Fort Indiantown Gap. Fort Indiantown Gap can't close because the Army still 
needs it to conduct training. The Internal Review also mentions environmental cleanup costs. 

TABS position: 

$300 Million Cost: TABS analysis shows a 1 year Return on Investment (MT6-2) 
and $12 million in one time costs. The Internal Review cites a different version of the scenario 
(MT6-1) which moves every organization off of Fort Indiantown Gap and replaces their required 
facilities. The scenario described in COBRA model MT6-1 was not the Army's recommendation 
and has no bearing on the Army's recommendation. 

Training Issue: Training can continue at Fort Indiantown Gap. The Army's 
recommendation states "... close FITG, except minimum essential facilities as a reserve enclave". 
This allows the Army to keep open facilities as needed to conduct training. The intent of the 
Army's recommendation is to close the facilities and land used for Annual Training (AT), and 
conduct future ATs at other locations. 

Environmental Cleanup Issue: OSD policy prohibits the Army from including 
the cleanup cost in TABS analysis. The Army is obligated to cleanup Fort Indiantown Gap 
whenever it closes, so it is not a cost proximate to the BRAC recommendation. 

3. CONCLUSION. Based on information presented in the Internal Review, TABS has 
performed a sensitivity analysis which shows no change in the one-time costs or in the Return on 
Investment years. Even if the information presented by the Internal Review represent valid 
estimates, it would not alter the Army's recommendation to close Fort Indiantown Gap. 

- MICHAEL G. JONES 
COL, GS 
Director, The Army Basing Study 



REVISED BASE SUPPORT COSTS FOR FORT INDIANTOWN GAP 

COST ELEMENT 
BASOPS.. Direct 
BASOPS.. Reimb 
RPMA .. Direct 
RPMA .. Reimb 
ENV .. Direct 
ENV .. Reimb 
AV .. Direct 
Family PGM Direct 
FY 93 DoD RPMD 
TOTAL FY 93$ 

FY 93 DOLLARS 
7,975.0 
3,397.3 
2,560.5 
1,252.7 
1,764.0 

869.6 
37.3 
32.9 

1.337.0 
19,226.3 

TOTAL RPMA 5,149.9 
RPMA NON PAY (66% OF TOTAL) 3,398 

BASOPS PAYROLL (40% OF TOTAL) 6,192 
BASOPS NON PAY (60% OF TOTAL) 9,288 
TOTAL BASOPS 15.481.5 
TOTAL 18,880 
BASOPS ADJUSTMENT FY 93 TOTAL POP 1077 

FY 96 TOTAL POP 1295 
POPULATION ADJUSTMENT FACTOR 1.202 

TABS REVISED INTERNAL REVIEW 
ADJUSTED RPMA NON -PAY 4,086 1,500 
ADJUSTED BASOPS PAYROLL 7,446 7,000 
ADJUSTED BASOPS NON PAYROLL 11,169 2,900 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 10:34 04/05/1995, Report Created 15:47 04/14/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : MT6-2-GAO 
Scenario Pile : C:\COBRA\MT~-~GAO.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\SF~DEC.SFF 

Starting Year : 1996 
Final Year : 1998 
RoI year : 1999 (1 Year) 

NPV in 2015($K) : -169,972 

1-Time Cost ($K) : 11,462 

Net Costs ($K) Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 
- - - -  - - - -  

MilCon 0 0 
Person 0 o 
Overhd 43 0 322 
Moving 0 0 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 430 322 3,689 -13,872 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Off 0 
En1 0 
Civ 0 
TOT 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Off 0 
En1 0 
stu 0 
Civ 0 
TOT 0 

S = 2.9 M, RPMA = 1.5 M, BOS PAY = 7M 
50 CIVILIAN GARRRISON POSITIONS MOVED TO BASE X (NOT RIFED) - AREA SUPPORT 
265 CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
CIVILIAN SALARY FACTOR = $22,222 

Total 

Total 
- - - - -  

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

-12,323 
-1,550 

0 
0 
0 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 10:34 04/05/1995, Report Created 15:47 04/14/1995 

Deparfment : ARMY 
' option Package : MT6-2-GAO 

Scenario File : C:\CoBRA\MT6-2GAO.CBR 
Std Fctrs Pile : C:\COBRA\SF~DEC.SFF 

Costs ( $K)  Constant Dollars 
1996 
- - - -  

MilCon 0 
Person 0 
Overhd 430 
Moving 0 
Missio 0 
Other 0 

Total Beyond 

TOTAL 430 322 11,820 1,110 

Savings ($K) Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 Total 

- - - - -  
Beyond 

MilCon 
Person 
Overhd 
Moving 
Missio 
Other 

TOTAL 0 0 8,130 14,982 
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T H E  DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. OIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 

May 18,1995 REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Colonel Michael G. Jones 
Director, The Army Basing Study 
200 Army Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 203 10-0200 

Dear Colonel Jones: 

Commission review shows seven installations with recommendations having a significant 
impact on family housing. These are: Dugway Proving Ground, Fort Buchanan, Fort Hamilton, 
Fort Ritchie, Fort Totten, Charles Price Support Center, and Army Garrison Sefidge. Request 
the following information, plus any additional information that you think will assist us, for each of 
the seven installations: 

Housing occupancy rate 
Housing turnover rate 
Defmed Maintenance 
Breakout of population in housing by grade and service 
Other costs associated with housing 

In addition, request that you provide Army policy on stateside cost ofliving allowances 
and its applicability to each of these areas. 

Request that you provide the Conrmission with a copy ofthe latest Facilities Engineering 
and Housing Annual Summary of Operations. 

Please provide your response no later than 30 May 1995. Thank you for your assistance. 
I appreciate your time and cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

I Edward A ~ r b w n  IIl 
Army Team Leader 





DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

200 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 203109200 

Mr. Edward A. Brown 111 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St., Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Brown: 

This letter is in response to your questions relating to the closure of the 
seven Army Family Housing (AFH) areas. The questions were provided in a 
letter forwarded to The Army Basing Study (TABS) on 18 May 1995, control 
number 9505 18-1 9. This letter requested: AFH data on seven installations, 
information on the stateside cost of living allowance, and a copy of the Facilities 
Engineering and Housing Annual Sufnmary of Operations. 

The requested AFH data is provided at tab D. Information on stateside 
Cost of Living Allowances (COLA) is at tab E. The Facilities Engineering and 
Housing Annual Summary of Operations for 1994 has been provided. 

Additionally, at tab F, I have enclosed a survey of Army families 
-regarding Army Family Housing and several briefing slides concerning AFH 
maintenance and repair. The bottom line: Over 60% of AFH units are 
madeauate in terms of repair. Jf costs were comparable. over 70% of the 
service members suweved would prefer to live off-post, 

The point of contact for further information on this issue is MAJ Chuck 
Fletcher, (703) 697-6262. 

Sincerely, 

Encls 

Director, The Army Basing Study 



FROM DBCRC R-A 

THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUdTU 1- 

ARLINGTON, VA 22200 
7034864S04 

ALAN J. OIXOM, C U A I R W N  

COMMISSlON0RS: 
A L  C O R N W  

May 18, 1995 REBLCCI COX G g N  J. R DAVIS, USAF ( R m  
S LEE Wffi 
RIDM BhUAMlN t. MOMTOT*r, USN ( R m  
MG JOSUE: ROIILLILI. JR, U U  ( R m  
WINDt LOUISE STULLL: 

C o 1 d  Michsel G. Jones 
Director, Tbe Army Basing Sbdy 
200AnnyPentagoa 
W d h g r o ~  D.C. 203 104200 

Dear Colonel Jones: 

~ o l n m i p p i o n r e y i e w s b o w s s e v e a ~ w i t h r e c o ~ b a v i n g a a ~ ~  
impactonfhdyhausing. T h e s e a r e : D u g w a y P r o v i n g G r o u n d , F ~ l t B ~ F ~ ~ t ~ ~  
~ o r t R i t c h i q ~ o r t ~ ~ t t e a , C h r l e s P r i ~ e S ~ p p a r t C e n t a , d A r m y G a n i s o n ~ ~ -  Raquad 
the fb- i d i o n ,  phw ony additional idhmaion that you think will assist us, fbr eacb of 
 the^^- . 

kraddicion,requestthatyouptovideArmypolicyonstatesidecostof~aIl~ 
and its a p p f i e  to each of these arear. 

Ropuest'tbat you provide tbe commkion with a a q ~ ~  of the latest Facitities Eqkmxhg 
and HMIsing Amnrd Sumnary of Opedoas. 

- 
, r J  r 

'Ecfward A B& ID 
Army Team Leader 

T O T Q L  



FORT RITCHIE 

1. Average Housing Occupancy Rate: Average Units OccupiedlTotal Units: 3341341 = 98% 
2. Housing Turnover Rate: Total UnitslAverage Move-in Per Year: 3411169 =2.1 yrs 
3. Deferred Maintenance ($): FY 96$ = $598,253 
4. Current Housing residents: 

5. Other costs associated with Army Family Housing: None reported. 

DUGWAY PROVING GROUND 

1. Average Housing Occupancy Rate: Average Units OccupiedlTotal Units: 41 81592 = 7 1 % 
2. Housing Turnover Rate: Total UnitslAverage Move-in Per Year: 5921120 = 4.9 p 
3. Deferred Maintenance ($): FY 96$ = $1,262,000 
4. Current Housing residents: 

Grade I AINIAF I TOTAL 
E-9 1 21010 

5. Other costs associated with Army Family Housing: None reported. 

*A=ARMY, N=NAVY OR MARINES, AF = AIR FORCE, C=COAST GUARD 



PRICE SUPPORT CENTER 

1. Average Housing Occupancy Rate: Average Units OccupiecUTotal Units: 15611 59 = 98% 
2. Housing Turnover Rate: Total UnitsIAverage Move-in Per Year: 159180 = 2 yrs 
3. Deferred Maintenance ($): FY 96$ = 0.00 $ 
4. Current Housing residents: 

5. Other costs associated with Army Family Housing: None reported. 

FORT BUCHANAN 

1. Average Housing Occupancy Rate: Average Units OccupiecUTotal Units: 25 1125 1 = 100% 
2. Housing Turnover Rate: Total UniWAverage Move-in Per Year: 2511178 = 1.2 yrs 
3. Deferred Maintenance ($): FY 96$ = $61 0,593 
4. Current Housing residents: 

5. Other costs associated with Army Family Housing: None reported. 

*A=ARMY, N=NAVY OR MARINES, AF = AIR FORCE, C=COAST GUARD 



FORT HAMILTON 

1. Average Housing Occupancy Rate: Average Units Occupied/Total Units: 3 161442 = 72% 
2. Housing Turnover Rate: Total UnitslAverage Move-in Per Year: 4421120 = 3.7 yrs 
3. Deferred Maintenance ($): FY 96$ = $2,308,000 
4. Current Housing residents: 

5. Other costs associated with Army Family Housing: None reported.. 

FORT TOTTEN 

1. Average Housing Occupancy Rate: Average Units Occupied/Total Units: 10211 88 = 54% 
2. Housing Turnover Rate: Total UnitslAverage Move-in Per Year: 1881160 = 3.1 yrs 
3. Deferred Maintenance ($): FY 96$ = $4,05 1,000 
4. Current Housing residents: 

5. Other costs associated with Army Family Housing: None reported. 

*A=ARMY, N=NAVY OR MARI[NES, AF = AIR FORCE, C=COAST GUARD 



US ARMY GARRISON, SELFRIDGE 

1. Average Housing Occupancy Rate: Average Units Occupied/Total Units: 6831841 = 8 1% 
2. Housing Turnover Rate: Total UnitsIAverage Move-in Per Year: 8411349 = 2.4 yrs 
3. Deferred Maintenance ($): FY 96$ = $1 50,000 
4. Current Housing residents: 

5. Other costs associated with Army Family Housing: No additional costs reported. A 700K 
reimbursement is received fiom the Coast Guard annually. 

*A=ARMY, N=NAVY OR MARINES, AF = AIR FORCE, C=COAST GUARD 
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DRAFT 
CONUS COST OF LIVING ALLOWANCE (CONUS COW) 

General OPestians and h e r p  

Ar ~ n e h d t o ~ a g ~ m c e f c K m # r c l r r i n 9 o a a € I i v i n g ~  AznongtheprivPetoaorsoarces. 
thehaQ * - 1 RNicrw afMlhy &mqendm (QRMC) d u d u i  thaz Runzbeimer International 
aasthcbcrt W e a m  R r c m h i m e r m a n a 4 U P i n g d i f f .  - ' a l s f b r a g i v e n ~ ~ t n d l c v e l  

U ~ d a P ~ i i o m a ~ ~ d ~ 1 6 0 t r a t i a ~ ~ w e t e  
c a k u w c d * t & s e ~ ~ ~ * a r d ~ C Z V j f P L i W ~ ~ a n d  

~ b e r c l a t i v c w e i g k d a c b ~ k s b p w a m T o b k 1 .  

Table 1 
RlIPza* Intunatiod'r co!Jt4Jf-Liig 

Components 
Major Group 

Housing 
Goo&&Senricff 

Miscellaneous 
, Food 

Wei~ht 
28% 
21 

1 I 
8 
100 

T- 1 2 1 % 
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DRAFT 
TbcbPsicgeolprphidaeathtwrr&~aCONUSCOW~oafothPpmposaot~pmp 
is tbeMiliouyEhhg Area (MU). Appxhte ly  98 perm ofmilitary manherr zcdc  inam 
desigoeted as MHAs. E d  MKA i n c h  Service members' redewe& g m d y  within t m t y  miles or 
rnrelusru's-indharrtdlksurrormdingadury~ O&% r "  3UJr.anMBAcankacffnea 
asacdledionafzipavla T h r c a m a b m t 3 U ) ~ M H A r i n L h e a , ' -  '1UnikdStares.namPll 
~ r b t ~ o r t b t ~ ~ Q ~ ~ W 1 ~ c D C . D e n w , F a t I l o o 4 ~ e A F B . )  Othasnon- 
M H A ~ i . c , C a r n r y ~ ~ ( C C G s ~ a t o o o ~ a s ~ ~ L c f b r t h c p t p a m .  
FortheCCGs,tbebuic~unit i sa~ , torPmrhig .ornrbPnams.  

Tbc-r J Agmq 0, the ArraylAir Fonr Savicc (AAFES), the Navy 
~ ~ a a d t b t ~ C o r p s E i x c b a n g e ( M ~ p m v i d e d a n ~ o f t h e i r ~ t h l f  
&kd  afallmageaf& adtbeit;ripoadcr Z i p a o d e s w u e t h e n ~ t o M H A s .  Ifa-tywas 
b c P r c d ~ a n M E A . t h a t ~ a r o o l d t b e a b e ~ ~ ) b t a M f l a b l c t o a l l S u v i c e ~  
~ 1 0 ~ M I W  



- -. 

PDTATAC 

DRAFT 
Dividing the a@&ed total expedbm Snr the area, after dcduEting fat base hihis&& and BAS, by the 
~ t o t p I ~ t m e s b n ~ ~ g i d & t h c C O N t J s c Q L A ~  ihvaluakthisjndex 
raage~afowd95borMinat .NDtoah ighd120forW~Colmtg ,NY.  Acompletelistingd 
~ ~ t b e : r m k l l n r r r l c o N U S C O L A i n d c x i s ~  
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Nan MHA City & State 
Paso Robles CA 

Non MEA Zip Codes at COLA Payment of 1% 
93446.93447 
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DRAFT 

A: F a r t b o a ~ ~ w h D a n ~ t ~ f b t ~ ~ a r e a s , t h r t i s a ~ c s r r t l o g a f  
~ ~ ~ f o r ~ ~ t h i s l a s s w i l l ~ k ~ b g a ~ ~ r o a  
l o w - a k a ~  InANermlrun . . 

gattmsbklihr CONUS COU4 ~ ~ p r h a t i s m e a n t  bya high- 
coa- wrobjeaive isma) p a r t i a n g m r i n r n i n r b e m e m k r ' s ~ p o w e r ~ b i s  of her-, and 
b ) d o t h t i n r b t m a s t a i a ~ ~ .  ~ . M t ~ ~ ~ ~ f h e r h P s u l i n d e x o v o r l O O w o n I d  
raceinrabIfowanot. TbtQRMChadIoammvlndsdatImsbaldaB105. Thisrmorm~thQIUMCclaimal, 
o o n s i d e r r g l r e e t ~ a n d ~ p t r r b s c i o g p c r r w r .  Tbe~nrmaSrtertthattbethrcrhaId 
~ b c s t r r o t ~ t h a I 0 S p a e e n t  T h e ~ d ~ s ~ o f ~ ~ c o m i d c r d a  
nambadarranarhreusesaf--&as-bbudngaostqonW-the 
-of- ~ w e i & h g r b t t c . f a t i v e v a X l l c s a f t b o c ~ n s e s a f ~ i t w a s  
determinedtbata~d109anr~mo0~h~~atWpointinrimtintbatitTirwldgeaerare 
rubsrantialbepefaskfhc~aUo&d. T h e ~ a f t b e C O L A ~ w ~ b e c o m ~ b n s e d o n  
t& dilkewx betweea tht COLA indcx fbr that area and 109. For -16 m sca wirh a COLA index d 
115 w o u l d k ~ l e f o r a  COLApaymuxof6 pcrcesrt 
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ofliving. Tbat is, nm-hmg costs in most locations are not greater than 9% above the sranrtard city bor 
thestaPdard~bajLctofgatdsandsgvices 

A: No. C O N U S C O L A i s a m o n r h l y ~ b a s c d ~ a ~ d a y m w l h , ~ a m c a ~ B A Q a a d ' V H A  

A: A U a r e e r i n C O N U S w b r n r S c r v i c l c m e m b e r s a t e ~ . r s e r p ~  . . in d e k m m q  which laations 
~ ~ C O N U S O Q L A  
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A: Data for CONUS COLA will be updated each year. Wc anticipate refeiving the next update in the Spring d 
1996. 

u ~ & e s t h e ~ ~ f o r ~ ~ k a l o c a l ~ ( c p , r m a b a a t r a m h t i n P d ~ c a n t  
risein- bass-)? 

A: ~ b c ~ m e a s v c d l o E a l m a b a ~ i n a c h y e 4 ~ u d i n g l o c a l s a l e E m x c ~ .  'fhcoPeningardasinp 
o f ~ & t S & + m d t b e i r ~ a n a v e r a g o ~ p a r l . d l h e a n m r n l a p v c y ~ c o s t s .  Since 
s u v c y s w i l l k ~ ~ , ~  that- i n ~ ~ ~ , d = ~ ~ w c h ~ *  
lmtgambb&WgkavnmrrA 

A; No. OONUSCOLAwillbepaidtomembcrsinbarraclt~~PtbefPllwitbost~TaE. 



DRAFT 
30. irCONUS~U~hm~~periodsdtemporarylodgingnrpensef~? 

A: M a a d o r p ~ d s W d ~ r u t b c w d o r r w i t b o t ~ ~ r ~ t ~ ~ i P r h C T f h P n  
the-lnlmber&dependems ~ , b E e s P r e a n ~ ~ ~ c n n c i a c ~ n p p r o l d m a t e l y  
3.4pcr~orrs tkporcimdtbtOONUSCaLAcplcalationbscsedoa~iPdOlty~a~LiZt 
of 3. This sli&@ Ulpsjrmim aibt& mcmbas who namally have smaller, but am more disadvantaged 
b y ~ ~ t t o h i g b c o s t a r e a s  

35. Wlll CONUS COLA be paid wbm tht muabcr and tbt W f g  are in -t (eg, 
F a m i l y M e m b e z * ~ s a d u t y ) ?  

A: PI- depMdtnt is dchcd in tbc law (37 USC 403b) a d  iacludfs tbc mcmbcfa rporrtc, or, if thQt is no 
, - t b e n o n e d t b e ~ s d c p e o d m t ~  

- 
- -- 
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~ o f t k ~ s d e p d e u t ~ d e s i ~ b y b ~ .  Semd,tb@nnmnbedueto 
(a) tbermmboirrervhyauaMmrmpnicdt~~COWS o r ( b ) i f t h c ~ a P D S i s i n C O ~ ,  
aderermiPatianisissred~g that because afdtim a t t b e m e d e f ~ P D S t b e ~ ~  
rmrpreside*~bl%omrbtma&cr- h s r r h ~ ~ C O L A m a y b e b e E B d a n t h e l m t i a n o ~ t h c  
p ~ d e p e P & m a t ~  IrwwldkmatIbtwi tb- l i i~~ .  

A: No. ~ h w , o d y ~ ~ a r e a m s i d c l o d f b r c m t i , k n m t t o w i t h ~ a O N U S ~  

42. Doer CQNUS COLA rrmain in &hx dming OQjQdE duty? 
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ON-POST HOUSING 
n 

Findings f h m  the Spring 1993 Sample Survey of Military Personnel 

OVERALL FINDINGS 

1. of Ho&g/Liviag Quarters 

a. One-third of officers (32.1%) live in rented civilian housing, one-third live 
in government f i l y  housing (28.3% on-post and 3.5% off-post), three- 
tenths (28.9%) live in a home they own, and less than one-tenth (7.2%) 
live in the bachelor officer quarters (BOQ) at a military fhcility. 

b. Two-fifths of enlisted personnel (38.6%) live in the barracke or bachelor 
enlisted quarters (BEQ) at a military facility. One-fourth (24.0%) of 
enlisted personnel live in rented civilian hming, almost three-tenths 
live in government W y  housing (22.2% on-post and 4.946 off-post), and 
one-tenth (10.3%) live in a home they own. 

2. Housing Prefi~rencea 

a. If the costs were the same for on-post military housing and off-post 
.- civilian hoaeing: 

Seven-tenths (71.5%) of officers would prefer to live in off-post 
civilian housing. 

Eight-tenths (78.1%) of enlisted perso~e l  w d d  prefer to live in off- 
post civilian housing. 

Prepurd for: 
vsArnyEngheliI,gmdEIoo.iog 

SupporL Center 
A m :  CEHscXm CMr. Liph.m) 
Fort Bdvoiir VA 3#)60-5616 
(703) 366-7606 D8N 945-7506 

by: 
U 8 ~ ~ ~ t e  
for the Behavioral and social Scien~eb 

Army ItrwJruDel & m y  O 5 a  
A m  PERI-RZD 
so0 1 Eisenhower Avenue 
Alcxlndria VA 2- 
POC: M8. Gcnie Payne 
(703) 617-7806 DSN 667-7806 
October 13.1-3 
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ON-POST HOUSING 
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M n d h g ~  h m  the Spring 1993 Sample Survey of Military Personnel 

OVERALL FINDINGS (continued) 

2. Housing Preferences (continued) 

b. Of the officers who live in on-post family housing, one-half (50.4%) prefer 
to remain living on-post. 

c. A majority of the officers living off-post prefer to live off-post housing. 

Current residence 
Prefer 
Off-Post 

Own home 86.4% 
Civilian rental housing 77.5% 
Off-post gwement  housing 76.5% 
On-post BOQ 69.0% 
On-post family 49.6% 

d. A majority of all enlisted personnel would prefer to live off-post: 

Prefer 
Current residence Off-Post 

Own home 91.0% 
On-post BEQmamacks 82.1% 
Civilian rental housing 77.8% 
Off-post government housing 72.7% 

t On-post family 66.6% 
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ON-POST HOUSING 

Findings &om the Spring 1993 Sample Survey of Military Personnel 

OVERALL FINDINGS (continued) 

3. Factors Determining Reference for Housing Location 

a. About seven-tenths of all officere report that privacy (72.641, 
location (67%), and security (61.9%) are very or extremely important 
factors in determining whether they prefer to live on-post or off-post. 

b. Two-fifths (39.3%) of all officers report that access to educational 
facilities and three-tenths (29.8%) of all officers report that access to 
recreational facilities is a very or extremely important factor in 
determum . . 

g whether they prefer to live on-post or off-post. 

c Over eight-tenths (823%) of all enlinted personnd report that privacy 
and seven-tenths (69.8%) that security are very or extremely important 
factors in determining whether they prefer to live on-post or off-post- 
Almost t w o - W s  (62.6%) of enlisted personnel report that location is a 
very or extremely important factor in determining where they wodd like 
to live. 

d, One-half (49.2%) of all enlisted personnel report that access to 
educational Eacilities and two-fiRha (40.7%) that access to recreational 
Eacilities is a very or extremely important fictor in determining which 
type of housing they prefer. 
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ON-POST H O U m G  
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Finding8 h m  the Spring 1909 Sample Survey of Military Personnel 

OVERALL FINDINGS (continued) 

3. Factors De&rmining Preference for Housing Location 
(Very Important, Extremely Important) (continued) 

ALL OFFICERS 

On- Off- 
post post Total 

/- 

Location 80.9% 61.3% 66.9% 
Privacy 43.2% 84.4% 72.6% 
Security 85.5% 62.3% 61.9% 
Educ. Access 44.5% 37.2% 39.3% 
Rec. Access - 40.9% 25.4% 29.8% 

ALL- 

4 On- Off- 
post poet Total 

Location 79.6% 57.9% 62.7% 
Privacy 58.1% 89.2% 82.4% 
Security 87.4% 65.0% 69.9% 
Educ. Access 61.6% 45.6% 49.2% 

t Rec. Access 51.7% 37.7% 40.8% 
< 
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ON-POST HOUSING 

Findings from the Spring 1993 Sample Survey of Mili- P~I ' soM~ 

OVERALL FINDINGS (continued) 

4. m-gg (Cod, Very Good, Excellent) of Current Housing by Type of 
Housing 

a. Over seven-tenths of all officers rated the various aspects of their 
current housing as good, very good or excellent, except for accessibility/ 
adaptability for the handicapped. However, there are major differences 
among the types and locations of the housing. GeneralIy, oflicers living 
off-post were much likely to rate their housing more highly than those 
living on-poet. Actual ratings show little change h m  the ratings 
provided in spring 1992. 

b. About onehalf of all enlisted pemonnel rated the various aspects of 
their current housing as good, very good, or excellent, except for 
accessibili@/adaptabiliQ for the handicapped. Similar to officers, there 
are major differences among the and locations of the housing. 
Generally, enlisted personnel living off-post were much more likely to 
rate their housing more highly than those living on-post. Because of 
lower ratings h m  enlisted personnel living in on-post housing, overall 
ratings show a slight decline from spring 1992. 



WY-12-1995 15:25 FROM D R I M f D H - M  

ON-POST HOUSING 
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Findings from the Spring 1993 Sample Survey of Military Personnel 

OVERALL FINDINGS (continued) 

4. Ratings (Good, Very Good, Excellent) of Current Housing by Type of 
Housing (continued) 

ALL OFFICERS 

On- off- 
BOQ post post Rental Own Total 

Condition 
Size of Quarters 
Privaw 
Personalize 
FumishingdDecor 
Appliances 
Handicap Accessl 

Adaptability 
.-. Bathrooms 

Parking 

Condition 
Size of Quarters 
Privacy 
Personalize 
FurnishingdDecor 
Appliances 
Handicap Accesd 

Adaptability 
Bathrooms 
Parking 

On- Off- 
BEQ post post Rental Total 
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GONOITION n . 3 ~  

OPPlY TO PERSONALIZE j6.3% I 
I 

PRIVACY n -9% I 

I 

PARKING SPACE 

P, 

SIZE OF QUARTERS 

HOW WOULD YOU RATE YOUR CURRENT 
I 

1 HOUSING ON THE FOLLOWING? 
(GOOD, VERY GOOD, EXCELLENT) 

1, 
I 

I 

i 

1 
HANDICAP ACCESS 

(SE = +/- I%, 1%) 

OFflCERS eZd ENLISTED 

ARI, APSO 
7 OCT 93 

.- 

I 
I SPRING 1993 
j SAMPLE SURVEY OF MILITARY PERSONNEL 
1 





FACTORS DETERMINING PREFERENCE 
FOR OFF-POST HOUSING 

(VERY, EXTREMELY IMPORTANT) 

EDUCATIONAL (ACCESS) 

RECREATION (ACCESS) 

(SE = +/- 2%, 2%) 

ENLISTED ! 
OFFICERS 



IF COSTS WERE THE SAME, WOULD 
YOU PREFER TO LIVE OFF-POST? 

(THOSE WHO SAID YES) 

CURRENTLY LIVING IN ... 

BARRACKSIBEWBOQ 
(SE = +/- 5%, 2%) 

82.1% 

ON-POST FAMILY HSNQ 
(SE = 4- 39L, 3%) 

OFF POST OOVT HSNG 
(SE = +I- 6%, 6%) 

OWN HOME 6.4% 

(SE = +I- 3%. 4%) 91ys 

OFFICERS a ENLISTED 

SPRING 1993 
SAMPLE SURVEY OF MILITARY PERSONNEL 

ARI, APSO 
7 OCT 93 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

200 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0200 

Mr. Edward A. Brown I11 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St., Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Brown: 

This letter is in response to your questions relating to the closure of the 
seven Anny Family Housing (AFH) areas. The questions were provided in a 
letter forwarded to The Army Basing Study (TABS) on 18 May 1995, control 
number 9505 18-19. This letter requested: AFH data on seven installations, 
information on the stateside cost of living allowance, and a copy of the Facilities 
Engineering and Housing Annual Summary of Operations. 

The requested AFH data is provided at tab D. Information on stateside 
Cost of Living Allowances (COLA) is at tab E. The Facilities Engineering and 
Housing Annual Summary of Operations for 1994 has been provided. 

Additionally, at tab F, I have enclosed a survey of Army families 
regarding Army Family Housing and several briefing slides concerning AFH 
maintenance and repair. The bottom line: Over 60% of AFH units are 
inadeauate in terms of re~air. If costs were comparable. over 70% of the 
Qervlce members surveved would prefer to live off-post, 

The point of contact for further information on this issue is MAJ Chuck 
Fletcher, (703) 697-6262. 

Sincerely, 

Encls 

Director, The Army Basing Study 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMEN.7' COMMISSION 
1 7 0 0  NORTH MOORE STREET SUlTE l a  

ARLINGTON, VA 222OP 
7 0 3 4 W 6 0 5 0 4  

ALAN J. DIXON, CMAIRWAN 

COYM1SSl0NERS: 
AL CORN- 

May 18, I995 REBECCA COX 
GgN J- R DAVIS, UsnF (R- 
L LEE affi 
R I O W  BLUAWIN F. MOMTOVA, usw ( e m  
MG MSUE ROOUZS, JR, USA (RET) 
wrnm LOUISE m ~ 4  

Co1onel MicbseI G. Jones 
Director, Tbe Army Basing study 
200AnnyPeKItagon 
Washington, D. C. 203 1010200 

Dear Colonel Jones: 

Commission review shows sema i n d k h s  with fecomme&hu having a significant 
impact on f h d y  housing. These are: Dugway Proving Gnwnd, Fort B d u m a  Fort -9 
Fort W e ,  Fort T o w  Chrles Price support  cent^^ a d  Army G m h m  m g C -  R a p S  
thefbbwiqinfdon,  phuonyad~nalinfbnaationthatyouthiakwillusiStus.~reachaf 
t h e t e v e a ~  

Housbgocaqaqme 
Hgugineaunovernnt I .  

DefiatedMahmma 
Breskout of popuIarion in bousing by grade and seakc 
~costsasjociatedwithbarsing 

In addition, request that you ptovidc Army policy on statcde cost of- a h w a z u ~  
d i t s a p p ~ d d i t y t o e g c h o f ~ a r e a n  

I 

Request'tk you provide tbe Commksion with a aqvy of the hest FaciIitics E a g k s h g  
tnd Housing Armual s m  of Qlem.ti011~. 

- 
L I S  4 

Sincerely, 



FORT RITCHIE 

1. Average Housing Occupancy Rate: Average Units Occupied/Total Units: 3341341 = 98% 
2. Housing Turnover Rate: Total UniWAverage Move-in Per Year: 3411169 22.1 yrs 
3. Deferred Maintenance ($): FY 96$ = $598,253 
4. Current Housing residents: 

5. Other costs associated with Army Family Housing: None reported. 

DUGWAY PROVING GROUND 

1. Average Housing Occupancy Rate: Average Units Occupied/Total Units: 41 81592 = 7 1 % 
2. Housing Turnover Rate: Total UnitslAverage Move-in Per Year: 59211 20 = 4.9 yrs 
3. Deferred Maintenance ($): FY 96$ = $1,262,000 
4. Current Housing residents: 

5. Other costs associated with Army Family Housing: None reported. 

*A=ARMY, N=NAVY OR MARINES, AF = AIR FORCE, C=COAST GUARD 



PRICE SUPPORT CENTER 

1. Average Housing Occupancy Rate: Average Units OccupiedITotal Units: 15611 59 = 98% 
2. Housing Turnover Rate: Total UnitsIAverage Move-in Per Year: 159180 = 2 yrs 
3. Deferred Maintenance ($): FY 96$ = 0.00 $ 
4. Current Housing residents: 

5. Other costs associated with Army Family Housing: None reported. 

FORT BUCHANAN 

1. Average Housing Occupancy Rate: Average Units Occupiemotal Units: 25 1 /25 1 = 100% 
2. Housing Turnover Rate: Total UnitslAverage Move-in Per Year: 25 11178 = 1.2 yrs 
3. Deferred Maintenance ($): FY 96$ = $6 10,593 
4. Current Housing residents: 

5. Other costs associated with Army Family Housing: None reported. 

*A=ARMY, N=NAVY OR MARINES, AF = AIR FORCE, C=COAST GUARD 



FORT HAMILTON 

1. Average Housing Occupancy Rate: Average Units OccupiedfTotal Units: 3 1 61442 = 72% 
2. Housing Turnover Rate: Total UnitslAverage Move-in Per Year: 4421120 = 3.7 yrs 
3. Deferred Maintenance ($): FY 96$ = $2,308,000 
4. Current Housing residents: 

5. Other costs associated with Army Family Housing: None reported.. 

FORT TOTTEN 

1. Average Housing Occupancy Rate: Average Units Occupied/Total Units: 10211 88 = 54% 
2. Housing Turnover Rate: Total UnitslAverage Move-in Per Year: 1881160 = 3.1 yrs 
3. Deferred Maintenance ($): FY 96$ = $4,05 1,000 
4. Current Housing residents: 

5. Other costs associated with b y  Family Housing: None reported. 

*A=ARMY, N=NAVY OR MARINES, AF = AIR FORCE, C=COAST GUARD 



US ARMY GARRISON, SELFRIDGE 

1. Average Housing Occupancy Rate: Average Units OccupiedKotal Units: 6831841 = 81% 
2. Housing Turnover Rate: Total UnitsIAverage Move-in Per Year: 8411349 = 2.4 yrs 
3. Deferred Maintenance ($): FY 96$ = $150,000 
4. Current Housing residents: 

5. Other costs associated with Army Family Housing: No additional costs reported. A 700K 
reimbursement is received from the Coast Guard annually. 

*A=ARMY, N=NAVY OR MARINES, AF = AIR FORCE, C=COAST GUARD 
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DRAFT 
CONUS COST OF LMNG ALLOWANCE (CONUS COLA) 

Table 1 
h d d m c r  Intunatiod'~ w - L i i g  

Components 
I w o r  -UP I Weight I 

Taxes 
Transportation 
M i s c e W  

2 1 
11 
11 

Food 8 
Total 100 . 
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Tbc-C ,i Agwq (DEW, the Arm/Air Force Excbqe  Savicc (AAFES), the Nasy 
~ ~ a a d t h ~ C a E p s h x f h a n B e ( ; h d ~ p m v i d e d a n i n v e m o r y o f t h e i r b n l i r i r r t h l t  
a E h d  afaIlmqedgmds pdtheitzipoodcr ; t q p m d c s w a r e t b m ~ b ~  Ifakilitywas 
bcPtcd~mMH&tbat~~tbenbecoaddeiedmbca~btoallSuviamembers 
85igncdlothuhln.A 

'Ibt~s~epinglcslIariagaCONUSCOUirdtxforeeeh.~isto~tbc~tursbgmajar 
-JpnIp F a d e 4 ~ t r t c . a n d ~ r n c n m e t u e E a c n ~ m k i n n r i a n t u i t l l r a p o c t t o  
lnainn ~ q m d i m n s t ~ ~ ~ ? * P ' m e A p D b ~ w i t h l o c a t & n  Tdorpmditrrreby 
a c a i s t b s a n Q C f i d Q a L a a e a n d l o e e l t r r r r e q ~ o n ~ g a d s a w l r t n r l a r  
( i i ~ a t ~ f o o d a w a y ~ b o m e , Q b e o a , a d a l n 3 r d ~  "' ~MdhQuKhddopuations, 
~ ~ R n i c c . m c d i c a l ~ ~ l b . ~ ~ ~ ~ , a n d ~ L a l e L t w e r , i a d ~  

a ~ ~ t h i s ~ m \ i # t b C ~ ~ t o t h 6 ~ d  
&armPa;lrlhcilitiez. A n a d d i t i o n a l d c d u c t h i s t b e B e d c ~ b w  Subsisttoea 

' b n c c b o n e c r ,  
(BAS). sinesthe 

BASionnallowancehfizod&rbt~IP1CmbCT,W~b-~NUEtbdfOTthiS 
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US ARMY 
ASSISTANT CHIEF OF STAFF FOR INSTALLATION MANAGEMENT 

FACILITIES AND HOUSING DIRECTORATE 
ARMY HOUSING DIVISION 
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FAX (703) 355-3481 
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Fest 10 pages latest soldier survey. Spring 1995 not in yet, Next 4 
pages from our brief to Marsh OSD QOL Psnel. 

If you have any further questions, pls call. Dean 
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ON-POST HOUSING 
n 

Findings &om the Spring 1993 Sample Survey of Military Personnel 

OVERALL FLNDINGS 

1. rLpe of Housing/Liviag Quarters 

a. One-third of officers (32.1%) live in rented civilian housing, one-third live 
in government =ly housing (28.3% on-post and 3.5% off-post), three- 
tenths (28.9%) live in a home they own, and less than one-tenth (7.2%) 
live in the bachelor officer quarters (BOQ) at a mililsry facility. 

b. Two-fifths of enlisted personnel (38.6%) live in the barracks or bachelor 
enlisted quarters (BEQ) at a military hcility. One-fourth (24.0%) of 
enlisted personnel live in rented civilian housing, almost three-tenths 
live in government W y  housing (22.2% on-post and 4.946 off-post), and 
one-tenth (10.3%) live in a home they own. 

a. If the costs were the same for on-post military housing and off-post 
.- civilian honeiag: 

Seven-tenths (71.5%) of officers would prefer to b e  in off-post 
civilian housing. 

Eightitenths (78.1%) of enlisted perso~el  would prefer to live in off- 
post civilian housing. 

Pr+@ rot. 
US E-ng uad E o u b g  

Support Center 
AllW: CEHscWa mr. Liphad 
Fort h i r  VA 2#)60-5616 

h v - d  by: 
U 8 ~ R c r e Y e h ~ t e  

for the Behavioral and Sruial Sciepcos 
&my k ~ e 1  & m y  Ofi ia  
A m  PERI-RZD 
so01 Eknhower Avenue 
Alcxlndria VA 2!2233-5600 
POC: Ms. Gcnie Payne 
(703) 617-7806 DSN 667-7806 
October 13. 1993 



ON-POST HOUSING 
.-. 

FindLage from the Spring 1993 Sample Sumey of lVlilltary Personnel 

OVERALL FINDINGS (continued) 

2. Housing Preferences (continued) 

b. Of the officers who live in on-post family housing, one-half (50.4%) prefer 
to remain living on-post. 

c. A majority of the officers living off-post prefer to live off-post housing. 

Current residence 
Prefer 
Off-Post 

Own home 86.4% 
Civilian rental housing 77.5% 
Off-post government housing 76.5% 
On-post BOQ 69.0% 
On-post family 49.6% 

d. A majority of all enlisted personnel would prefar to live off-post: 

Current residence 
Prefer 
Off-Post 

Own home 91.08 
On-post BEQharracks 82.1% 
Civilian rental housing 77.8% 
Off-post government housing 72.796 

r On-post family 66.6% 



ON-POST HOUSING 

Findings from the Spring 1993 Sample Survey of Military Perso~el  

OVERALL FINDINGS (continued) 

3. Factors Determining Preference for Housing Location 

a. About seven-tenths of all officere report that privaq (72.681, 
location (67%), and security (61.9%) are very or extremely important 
factors in determining whether they prefer to live on-post or off-post. 

b. Two-fiRhs (39.3%) of all officers report that access to educational 
facilities and three-tenths (29.8%) of all officers report that access to 
recreational facilities is a very or extremely important factor in 
dekmining whether they prefer to live on-post or off-post. 

c Over eight-tenths (823%) of all enlisted personnel report that privacy 
and seven-tenths (69.8%) that security are very or extremely important 
factors in determining whether they prefer to live on-post or off-post. 
Almost two-thirds (62.6%) of enlisted personnel report that location is a 
very or extremely important hctor in determining where they would like 
to live. 

d. One-half (49.2%) of al l  enlisted personnel report that access to 
educational Eacilities and two-fifths (40.7%) that access to recreational 
facilities is a vwy or extremely important fhctor in determining which 
type of housing they prefer. 
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ON-POST HOUSING 

Findings from the Spring 1993 Sample Survey of Military Personnel 

OVERALL FINDINGS (continued) 

3. Factors Determining Preference for Housing Location 
(Very Important, Extremely Important) (continued) 

ALL OFFICERS 

On- Off- 
post post Total 

/- Location 80.9% 61.3% 66.9% 
Privacy 43.2% 84.4% 72.6% 
Security 85.5% 52.3% 61.9% 
Educ. Access 44.5% 37.2% 39.3% 
Rec. Access - 40.9% 25.4% 29.8% 

d om- Off- 
post post Total 

Location 79.6% 57.9% 62.7% 
Privacy 58.1% 89.2% 82.4% 
Security 87.4% 65.0% 69.9% 
Educ. Accese 61.6% 45.6% 49.2% 

'Rec. Access 51.7% 37.7% 40.8% 
\ 
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ON-POST HOUSING 
,- 

Findings from the Spring 1993 Sample Survey of MiLitary Personnel 

OVERALL FINDINGS (continued) 

4. Ratings (Good, Very Good, Excellent) of Current Housing by Type of 
Housing 

a. Over seven-tenths of all officers rated the various aspects of their 
cunent housing as good, very good or excellent, except for accessibility/ 
adaptability for the handicapped. However, there are major differences 
among the types and locations of the housing. Generally, officers living 
off-post were much likely to rate their housing more highly than those 
living on-post. Actual ratings show little change h m  the ratings 
provided in spring 1992. 

b. About one-half of all enIisted perrronnel rated the various aspects of 
their curtent housing as good, very good, or excellent, except for 
accessibili~ladaptabili~ for the handicapped. Similar to officers, there 
are major differences among the and locations of the housing. 
Generally, enlisted personnel Iiving off-post were much more likeIy to 
rate their housing more highly than those living on-post. Becau6e of 
lower ratings from enlisted personnel living in on-post housing, overall 
ratings show a slight decline &om spring 1992. 
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ON-POST HOUSING 
p-. 

Findings from the Spring 1993 Sample Survey of Military Personnel 

OVERALL FINDINGS (continued) 

4. Rating8 (Good, Very Good, Excellent) of Current Housing by Type of 
Eonsing (continued) 

ALL OFFICERS 

On- Off- 
BOQ post post Rental Own Total 

Condition 
Size of Quarters 
P X i v 8 ~  
Personalize 
FumishingdDecor 
Appliancee 
Handicap Accesd 

Adaptability 
,-s 

Bathrooms 
Parking 

r 

Condition 
Size of Quarters 
Privacy 
Personalize 
Furnishings/Decor 
Appliances 
Handicap Accesd 

Adaptability 
Bathrooms 
Parking 

ALL ENLISPI'ED 

Rental 

76.8% 
64.3% 
76.3% 
74.4% 
75.1% 
75.8% 

44.1% 
75.2% 
69.7% 

Own 

88.4% 
84.0% 
83.1% 
87.1% 
85.9% 
86.3% 

59.0% 
84.08 
83-98 

Total 

56.4% 
46.8% 
44.2% 
53.6% 
48.1% 
51.9% 

34.8% 
51.7% 
53.9% 



NQY-12-1995 15:25 FROM DAIM-FDH-M 

HOW WOULD YOU RATE YOUR CURRENT 
HOUSING ON THE FOLLOWING? 

I 

(GOOD, VERY GOOD, EXCELLENT) !I 

I/ 
/ /  

CONDITION 

OPPTY TO PERSONALIZE 

APPLl ANCES 

PRIVACY 

FURNISHINGSDECOR 

BATHROOM FACIrnEs 

PARKING SPACE 

SIZE OF QUAmERS 

HANDICAP ACCESS 

(SE = 4- 1 %, 1%) 

09" 20% 60% 80% 100% 
! 

OFFICERS ENLISTED 

SPRING 1993 ARI, APSO 

SAMPLE S U R V N  OF MILITARY PERSONNEL 7 OCT 93 

... 
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t - - 
WHERE DO YOU CURRENTLY LIVE? 

SPRIP 
SAMF 

ON-POST FAMILY HSNG 

OFF POST GOYT HSNG 

CMLlAN (RENTAL) 

OWN HOME 
(SE = 4- I%, 1%) 

OFFICERS 

'G 1993 
LE SURVW OF MILITARY PERSONNEL 

ENLISTED 

ARI, APSO 
7 OCT 93 



FACTORS DETERMINING PREFERENCE 
FOR OFF-POST HOUSING 

(VERY, EXTREMELY IMPORTANT) 

EDUCATIONAL (ACCESS) 

RECREATION (ACCESS) 

(SE = +/- 2%, =) 

OFFICERS ENLISTED 
! 



IF COSTS WERE THE SAME, WOULD 
YOU PREFER TO LIVE OFF-POST? 

(THOSE WHO SAID YES) 

CURRENTLY LIVING IN ... 

BARRACKSlBECYBOO 
(SE = 4- 5%, 2%) 

OKPOST FAMILY HSNQ 
(SE = 4- 3%. 3%) 

OFF POST WVT HSNG 
(SE 1: 4- 8"k, 6%) 

OWN H W E  

(SE = 4- 3% 4%) 

OFFICERS E2d ENLISTED 

SPRING 1993 
SAMPLE SURVEY OF MILITARY PERSONNEL 

ARI, APSO 
7 OCT 93 
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REPLY TO 
ATTENTION OF 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

200 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0200 

2 4 MAY 1995 

Mr. Ed Brown 
Army Team Leader 
Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington. VA 22209 

Dear Mr Brown: 

This information is in response to your question (9505 18-20) regarding the Army's 
recommendation for the closure of Fort Indiantown Gap and environmental restoration costs. 

Precise information on restoration costs and execution timelines can only be determined 
after an extensive study involving negotiations with regulatory agencies and developing an 
approved reuse plan. The Army intends to comply with the provisions of the lease as they 
pertain to the environment. 

We do not believe any changes to COBRA are necessary, since DoD policy dictates that 
restoration costs are not to be considered in BRAC analysis. The Army's point of contact for 
BRAC Environmental Analysis is Mr. Joseph Vallone, DACS-TAB, tel. (703) 6 14-65 13. 

w k MICHAEL G. JONES 
COL, U.S. ARMY 
Director, The Army Basing Study 

Printed on Recycled Paper 



REPLY TO 
ATTENTION OF 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

200 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0200 

a 4 MAY 1995. 

Mr. Ed Brown 
Army Team Leader 
Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr Brown: 

This information is in response to your question (9505 18-20) regarding the Army's 
recommendation for the closure of Fort Indiantown Gap and environmental restoration costs. 

Precise information on restoration costs and execution timelines can only be determined 
after an extensive study involving negotiations with regulatory agencies and developing an 
approved reuse plan. The Army intends to comply with the provisions of the lease as they 
pertain to the environment. 

We do not believe any changes to COBRA are necessary, since DoD policy dictates that 
restoration costs are not to be considered in BRAC analysis. The Army's point of contact for 
BRAC Environmental Analysis is Mr. Joseph Vallone, DACS-TAB, tel. (703) 614-6513. 

w k MICHAEL G. JONES 
COL, U.S. ARMY 
Director, The Army Basing Study 

Printed on @ Recycled Paper 





REPLY TO 
AtTENTlON OF 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

200 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0200 

2 4 MAY 1995. 

Mr. Ed Brown 
Army Team Leader 
Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr Brown: 

This information is in response to your question (9505 18-20) regarding the Army's 
recommendation for the closure of Fort Indiantown Gap and environmental restoration costs. 

Precise information on restoration costs and execution timelines can only be determined 
after an extensive study involving negotiations with regulatory agencies and developing an 
approved reuse plan. The Army intends to comply with the provisions of the lease as they 
pertain to the environment. 

We do not believe any changes to COBRA are necessary, since DoD policy dictates that 
restoration costs are not to be considered in BRAC analysis. The Army's point of contact for 
BRAC Environmental Analysis is Mr. Joseph Vallone, DACS-TAB, tel. (703) 6 14-65 13. 

!zP MICHAEL G. JONES 
COL, U.S. ARMY 
Director, The Army Basing Study 

Printed on Recycled Paper 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 

May 18, 1995 GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Colonel Michael G. Jones 
Director, The Army Basing Study 
200 Army Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 203 10-0200 

Dear Colonel Jones: 

Request that you provide the Headquarters, Department of the Army position on the 
May 1 1, 1995 letter from Mr. Paul A. T h o ,  General Counsel of the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania, regarding the Fort Indiantown Gap Lease by the Army (enclosures 1 and 2). Your 
response will assist the Commission in thoroughly reviewing the Department's recommendation 
to close Fort Indiantown Gap. 

Particular attention should be given to estimating the locations requiring environmental 
restoration, and the associated costs and duration of such efforts. It would be most helprl to 
contain in your reply what changes, if any, may occur in the COBRA or recommendation for 
closing Fort Indiantown Gap. 

Please provide your response no later than May 30, 1995. Thank you for your time and 
cooperation. I appreciate you assistance. 

Sincerely, 

/&QA$ Edward A B wnIII 

Army Team Leader 

EAB/slb 
Encls 



.. PAUL A. TUFANO 

; GENERAL COUNSEL 

May 11, 1995 

2 2 5  MAIN CAPITOL BUILDING 

. HARRISBURG,  PA 17 120 
(7 17) 787-255 1 

MadeIyne Creedon, Esquire 
General Counsel 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Re: Fort Indiantown Gap Military Base 

Dear Ms. Creedon: 

I write in connection with the Base Closure and Realignment Commission's 
plans to close Pennsylvania's Fort Indiantown Gap military base. While a number of 
Pennsylvania's eIected officids may have already contacted you or Commission 
members directly to convey a host of important political and economic concerns 
surrounding the proposed base closing, I write for the sole purpose of alerting you to 
several serious legal issues which the Commission should cons<der carefully'.before 
reaching any decision. 

As an initial matter, you may be aware that Fort Indiantown Gap is one of the 
few military installations in the United States that is not owned by the federal 
government. Instead, the land upon which Fort Indiantown Gap is located is owned 
by the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and leased to the federal government under the 
terms of a sixty-year land lease which commenced May 12, 1989. I have enclosed a 
copy of the lease for your information. 

Because the lease requires continued operation of a military installation at Fort 
Indiantown Gap (See Sections 2,4, and lo),  the termination of the lease (either 
through default or by required notice) is a prerequisite to the base's closing. 
However, Section 7(d) of the lease expressly requires the federal government to 
"restore the leased premises to a safe condition" and "comply with all applicable laws 
and regulations respecting any impact areas. landfills, spill or dump sites, waste 
disposal areas, hazardous and toxic wastes, explosive materials, etc. " 



MadeIyne Creedon, Esquire 
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:: . ,j;  oreo over: the government's obligation to conduct environmental restoration at 
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The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, as amended by the 
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1994 ("DBCRA") provides in 

- relevant part as follows: 

The provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 shall 
apply to actions of the Department of Defense under this part (i) during 
the process of property disposal, and (ii) during the process of relocating 

* 

functions from a military installation being closed or realigned to another 
>. 

military installation after the receiving installation has been selected but 
before the functions are relocated. 

Pub.L. 101-510, Div. B, Title XXIX, Section 2905(c). 

The applicability of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 ("NEPA"), 
42 U.S.C.A. Sections 4321 - 4370d, requires that, before the federal government 
terminates the lease and closes the base, it must subject its proposed actions to an 
environmental assessment, which could include the preparation of an environmental 
impact statement and a public review period, as well as the eventual clean-up of the 
site. 

Similar requirements are mandated by the Department of Defense's own 
policies. These policies, most notably set forth in the preamble to the DBCRA 
regulations, require that, where property is contarni nated as a result of Department of 
Defense activity, the federal government will not transfer that property until the 
contamination has been remediated. u, 59 Fed. Reg. 16 123, 16125-26, 16157 
(1 994). 

In advising the commissioners, you should be aware that, should the 
Commission go forward with its plans to close Fort Indiantown Gap, the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania fully expects and will insist upon strict compliance 
with the various environmental obligations set forth herein. As a pure fiscal matter, 
the legal obligations set forth above could substantiaily increase the cost of closing 
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l . .  , , ' .. . . ,  . 
,pT;.,,, :...<.+T- &;..-:..:--.. - 8 .  .; * , .". . . . .  - ' . '.._ . . . . . . . . .  . ., .. , ..  ..:I?rac&.*-.r-.. . *  . . . . . . . . .  7 ,  . ..> . . . . . . . .  I. . 

.-.. t',. :;..:.:. -,.. L 7 .  : .-.... ..: . . - - -  ...-..l----.. ,. . .  . . . . . . .  . . . .  . 
. . . . . . . .  

. , 

. . . . . . . .  -;:' IS..!.. .,z~, '5 .: : .... . . Fort Indiantown Gap. :As a practical matter, compliance with the statutory reporting 
. . . .  r; .: 5 .&A;-- -.-:and ... clean-up procedures may also impact directly upon any proposed timeline for 

--.-:, .:... ..%C.. . . . .  ...... , -. -":- + ;:- '::'. .#; .. accomplishing the closure. .'Accordingly, I respectfully request that you make the 
. - ,, .+.- ,:.--- . . 6  ... ,-:< : . . . . . . .  .... 

Commissioners aware of these issues before they make any final decision. . . . . . . . .  

If you have any questions regarding the foregoing, please do not hesitate to 
- .. ,. t contact me. 

Very truly yours, n 

PAUL A. TUFANO 
General Counsel 

. Enclosure 
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. . . . . .  . ~ 

. ;?+&=+;j$.>:;--:-;':, . ,;: :.,:,.:. -; .... -.:: . .  ? -  . . . . f _ ,  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . .  ''y't....i.C.-.",2. '... ... : . 
: .  . 2, -, . . . .  . . .  .' .:-,,- . , + - < ,  - . . , 

if$; ~sy,~$wx-p~: .c.,u..r+ *-.: .... 2 ... g ,.. -:? ,- . . : .... . . . . . .  ,. . . .  LAND LEASE . . . . . . . . . . . .  .;*; k,*!. A;%.. - \ -  .: . . ..l'?ir .)Cq&.*~,*~-. .PC).  - ).). L 

.<: @?-,; +$:&:- .-.. ;;? -: . . .. '& "4.. .,. ..,., r ...a. \->..r .. .,.. .. . . .  .-. . . . .  . . .  :~T.y&g~>~~T+zic <.j:.; :; c; . : <.:. ,;;. . , , , *;, T. . . . . . . . . . . .  , .  , . .L.. 

. . 
,.,e-; .:.:.: . . - .  ' . . . . . .  -. .-. r .... f9Ze.r~< T--.  IF . . . \ . . .  . . .  - 

. . . . .  :=!:*!>.*~t<a;..~7*~*:;+ .c> ' : -.- . - .-.. . -  , .  . . ,_-. Btnn/EEN . - .  ..-... .,..-a. .,:- *:c; -*jri'ri'.c\*: ,- . . .  -A,.. .. .- .. . ,. - . .  - . .  
C.*~;::Y+<~:; <.&;a.>:2 ,.:,! .. - .. . .  - ... ;.. - .  . . . . -  

**,,;A -y., . -,>,.. 4,--.,- 7 . -  . ..*+'-. ;.'- ...... . . .  ... - . .  , . ,  . : " Ti?;.;=!T&<:y$-:; - -.-: , ;: ' .  . - .  . 
. * . : , . .  .. . . . . .  . . . .  . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . - 2.-J-< 

. . ? 4 i + c , - . - ( ~ . ~  . .--*. . . . .  . - . , . -.:>...- * .. "L. 

-*>-. . . ;.. .LTJ; ?.'2,,>,. :. ..;. - ., The COMMONWEALM OF PENNSYLVANIA 

-and the 

< UNITED STATES OF AMERICA . . , . ." . . . . 
. . . . .  .-: 
--.* - - F-,,--- 1 . 1. THIS LEASE, made and entered'thk 12% &y of <!.:'/NRY . . ,q*-. , - .... . . ? .  . - - - . - . C. . - . 2 . - - ..: -..;:z: -+.,.-- - in the ye& on= thousand nine hkdrcd and. - - - - . - < *  -..- - - -. -7 - . -e by' and 

... . . . - -  . ' Y  . *. 
-c- 

: i- - 5- between the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, acting through its D e p a d e n t  of . .  , 
- General S-en6ces on behalf of the Department of Military Affairs, whose. . .. address 

is Hamisburg, PemsyIvania and whose interest is d e s d e d  ai that of,'owner, ... for " 

itseg its heirs, executors, adminiswtok, successon and assigns, her&after . .. called - 

the "Commonwealth," and the UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, hereinafter called 

- the "Government" 

The parties for the consideration hereinafter mentioned covenant and agree 

zs follows: 

2. The Commonwealth hereby leases- to the Government the following 

described premises, vit: 

All those certain portions of Fort Indiantown Gap, situate in East 
Hanover Township, Dauphin bunty,  and in Union, Cold Spring and 
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- -  - . . .  .;*;+. ..:-. *..  . .-., .- .. .:', . , .  - .  . . . . .  ........ , .. - - . . . .  ! . . .  . . - - - - . . - . - . - . - --.-- < . . . &....C ... - . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . .  . . - . .  - - .  - . 
. . . .  ~ ~ ~ 4 - , z ' ; 2 ~ - r . ~ P z ~ ~ A ~ ~ f ~ ~  : '.:1L=_ -;. +<~t): I.) h - . - ." 'Ct it. '1% ; * -. --1- - .' ,.- " y, ., .*.&, '.!.'.---?s -.- . . : 3 . ? 3 ~  

-. . . - .. -. . . . .  . . . . . . .  > .::a ':.:. -.-. .L.C.L--."' ..-.-,.-..-. -.. ; :.. L.! -1 :...; - . -1  " ., ^ \ .' . i. ..... . . . .  . . . . .  .. ........ . . . . .  . -, . . . . . . . .  - - ... . - -.-..;--- 
, 3 - 3  '.a .;.. .- 7 :  .. ---r . .  -..- . - . -  - .a. - 

L - .  . - - .. 
. . . . $ . " . . .  *.L. - , :. - - . . . . * , - , .-. ..- . . . . .  . . . . .  . ... . . . . .  . ?'a: .. , - ..!- ....... ... . . . 3 .' , ':':".' . 

: .. A * . .  . .  . . . .  _ . ....... . . _ _ .  . .  :-?- East Hanover ~ o ~ s h i ~ s , ~ ~ e b & o n  COI&&, Pennsylvania, comprising . - ' a . . . .  _. 
. . 

. . . . .  :. .-: . . . . .  a total of 17,797.22 acres of land, more or less, as delineated on -.- C . .  

- 2 .  

', ..I.. W ' b i t  "A1' hereto, together with buildings listed on Exhibit "Ct hereto, 
" .- - ..;I .;&--&$!*A , * - , . 8 .  

:TI, 5.. ' "' 
i., excluding those potions of Fort Indiantown Gap that the Common- 

' , I  - -  ,- . . . . .  .,->..-".t a - . - ., * - . -*- . . - ..... -.... *. . . -  ...... . . . .  its use and which are not subject to this lease, 
' 

- .  - .- _.. . . . .  
. .  ...... ... ":.-I ,: ..<,. 

acres more or less,: as delineated on Exhiiit "A" .. . . . . . . - . . .  '1 ...... ..... -. - . .: < , .A 

. . . - - .  
r . .  buildings a d  ufities, listed on -&it '3'' as State . ' : . -, . . 

- y ,  

. . 
. . .  

Used Buildings. ..... ,:::; . . . . . .  
. . *  . . - .  

. . .  . . . . . .  - . . . . . . . .  . .  . . . .  .. .: P .; 

. . . . .  . . . . . .  ... _ I _ .  . . . .  
. , .  for -' construction, operation i d  maintenance of a :military post for '1 -. .: -:::.:-. 

- " . , ,- . 
. 4. *. > ,wL*;.&-?'>-< . . . ,, ,-,- - ' .&.. . : ~ o r c e s  of the United states, including the Pennsylvania Army and Air National 

-.- . . . . 

- . =. . ....* -5.7- - *  . 
... 2%-=- 2 training members of the active and reserve components and forces of the Armed 

- 

. . . .  &-.. ,,-- % - .-. Guard. - .- 

- - - 3. TO HAVE AND TO HOLD the said premises for the term of six?, years 
..*-- .' 
- . - beginnkg % /d , 1983 through 3% /! -, 204% subject 
. .a > - - 
. - , .>... . to the right of the ~ ~ e r n m e n t  or the Commomvealth to sooner terminate. this . - .  . . z3.- < . - .. - ----. ---:-.- 

':.&- ....... 1 -. ,--,:: Iease in accordance with paragraph 7 hereof, and subject to paragraph 23 -hereof; A-zL-LLcT -- . - . . i"-. . . . -- . -.-,- - . -  - -  provided that, the parties agree to meet within 90 days of the tenth anniyersq of ,- . - -- *-,- -. *.---;.**.:- - - - - - - - 
_.. _ - _ , _  . thc execution of this lease and at 10 year intervals thereafter at which &e the ... ... 

- -  - parties may by mutual consent agree to extend the tqrmination datahereof of a 

period of ten (10) additional years to facilitate Government capital . kprovemenu . 

on the leased premises, and p ro~ded  further that this lease shall i i  no event extend 
. - -- - ...- beyond December 31, 2079. - .  

4. The Government shall pay the Commonwealth rent at the rate of $1 for 

the entire tern of this lease, the receipt and sufficiency of which are hereby 

acknowledged. The Commonwealth has agreed to lease these premises to the 

Government for this rental in consideration of the mutual benefits realized as a 

result of the operation of the Fort Indiantown Gap military installation. 

5. It is understood and agreed that Lease Number DA-18-020-ENG-1865, 

dated 16 September 1964, and all subsequent supplemental agreements thereto, 
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-- - *C1 . . . . . . .  -.. . , . . a -  . . -  '-.. . - .  . . .- . < _ _ -_. _-- . - - . -..--. . . .- , . .... . .  . . .  . . . . . .  .. d. ,, *-: -: -2: : ,. . : .: . . . .  d-,;- -..; .>,< :c.,+ ,- . . .  . . . . + - . .  . - &. . . -. C .- . . .  - . - . ., . -. . ..-,-z,.. . , . . 7 . -  . . .... . . . . , .  ...- . . -  --..... - . . . . .  I -  L - -.... - .. .. - - 
f .:... 

e. - . - . .  .. ... - .  .... . . . . . . . .  . . -  - " ~  - - . - . .  -.. 
. - - . , - 

. .  , .... s;i.. . . . . . . . . .  . ,. . . .  . . . ' "  ". . . . . . . . .  . . 
Lease ~ u r n b e n .  DACA-~l-5-73-63? DACA-3 1-5-76-41, DACA-3 14-77-8, DACA-31- . --. . 

' . . . .  
. . .  

. " 

, . . . . 5-78-145, DACA-31-5-82-108 and supplemental agreements thereto, and DACA-31- - , 

-'s .:k,. ; -. 
- - ,, . ;. -njF..r; ., . !,,.-:: 5-85-202 are hereby cancelled effective as of the date of execution of this lease by - 
- _ 7 . ' .  I . - a ,  - . . , ..:-r-.\. - .  , YN. . . . -. I .F .. . ,  
. - .  

., I. .,;e:i,,: ;;. the Government .'. 
. , . 8 . - , .-C . . . - -  . ,  ,.. . . . . .  . - A & - -  

, ., - * .  

. . - .  . A, .. .' :. :'Y:c : .. T..C. .  1 .._ .- . ?:'6.. The Government shall have the right, during the existence of this lease, 
: . * .- 

u., .u,.-. - .. - ,  

i - .c -....- . .  pb ...r.:,,.c -:n;~...--afc to attach fixtures and erect structures or signs in or upon, the premises hereby . .  -.. .. . . 
: 5 1. - . -4'4 - .  leased, which £ixtures and structures, or signs, so placed in, upon or attached to the 

said premises shall be and remain the property of the Government . . and may be 

removed or otherwise disposed of by the Governmen4 proyided that, when such. 

Extures and structures are removed the Government shall restore the premises on 

which they were located to their natural condition. The Government shaU be solely 

responsible for the disposal of wastes, toxic or hazardous.materials on the leased 
. , . .- premises. The Commonwealth does not., consent (and has not:&nsented) to any . . - .  . -  . . -  

( -. L -- .I. 'dry .  

. . . , . ; =-disposal of materials other than as expr&sly authorized by state and federal law-and 
C I L-I  

.I. 

,. disclaims all responsibili~ for the location, cleanup or maintenance of waste disposal 
. . .  site on the leased premises at Fort Indiantown Gap. . . ... -. 

7. TERMINATION OF LEASE. 

a DEFAULT. The Government or the Commonwealth may terrni- 
.. 

nate this lease at any time during its term upon 90 days written notice to the other 

party when the other party is in default of its obligations under the terms and 

conditions of this lease. . 
b .  CONVENIENCE. The Government may terminate this lease at . 

any time by giving no. iess than one (1) year's written notice to the other party, and 

no rental shall accrue after ihe e3ec:ive date of termination. 

c. END OF TEW. Either party may terminate this lease at the end 

of its term and any extension thereof by giving 30 days written notice to the other 

provided that agreed that the Commonwealth's right terminate the 
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-. . . --. - - . .- ',., ..;.. . . , A e -  ...--* -.--.- ..... .- . . .  * , . '. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
..:A-. . .  '.,,.':....y=, ,:-. . - ;: .... . . ' .r F' ,. . . -. "d- . , ; . . (...I. . . . . . . . .  -. . . . . . . . *  ., .. . . . .  . . .  ;., lease a; the end of its term may be subject t o  modification if the Government :..:<:', :. . ,  . -. . ?'.'Lt - ". ., - . - .  . . 

on the demised premises within specified 
. . , . 

... the term of the lease. 
. . 

RESTOMTION OF PREMISES. It is agreed that the Govem- 
. . . .  

to restore the leased premises to a safe condition to the 

' lease and shall comply with all applicable laws and 

respecting any impact areas, landfills, spill or dump sites, waste disposal 

and toxic wastes, explosive materials, etc. 
. : .  . 

8: Any notice under the terms of this lease shall be in writing signed by a 

, duly authorized representative of the party giving such notice, and if given by the 

- .  _ , _ _  . Government shall be addressed to the Commonwealth as follows: 
. . .  - .. . . . .  - - .1 . . - ...:.- .. .., . , . . Commonwealth of Pemsyivania 

- .'T.: : . . ; .'LLl.i '.': - . . 
7- . .,, , -r--.. '..A .. 

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
:- - <%.*, : : . : .,:::; : :-' '5. 
., .- ,:-:.. - <;-s;$z.,,-; *5: - y ;  - - - Department of General Services .. Department of Militaxy Affairs 
..... ._.... . ...* ... . .  
.. :5.rSj.::.,~.-.'It4CZd-j~~..~~ .I:.; . .;.-. - 7 ....... 

- -  L ' L I .  .- . ,I.L.,,1P*Y r - l C  ,r. , . . -.-...I :L-. - .....-*..! T .. -.,. 
North Office Building .., : . - - Bldg. S-047 

. Fort Indiantown Gap . - ' .  . . ' . . . ‘ . . .  ..-"-,.- sLd. .a=-.. -..A ?A,:.-- - ~ h b u r g , ~ ~ 1 7 1 2 0  
: .  ... 1 . .  

$ *. :-'-, ............ 
.: .'t..-!= .:. L:e.4 L--..s.., Lc..-.::q~-::: 

Annville, PA 17003-5002 
. . - .  - ,.'&*..,- ..--.-.,, . -. . ,,,. ;: ', - -  :.... .-.-*: . .L.=ir>.--. .. - . , . -. - . . - - . . -..-.-. . ;-.--"- <.-~~-""r;.-<+:-. .: : ....... ,-.-*..-. .-..... ..... ...* _...._.. ............ 
. - -. _) .. _ . -I .. .. +.-. .:. .-:..;<.*-,.: . . : . . . .  - . .- 74L . ,--- . .  .,-- ,..A. and if given by the Commonwealth shall be addressed to the Government 

. . . . .  ... - . ;-A. . ' .. -)_-... . ^ I ,  . ., % ' foliows: . . 

. . 
--* 

.- - .  

.. - 
,- . . . . 

The District Engineer - .. U.S. Army Engineer District Baltimore . . . . .  
A m :  CENAB-RE-A 
P.O. Box 1715 . 
Baltimore, MD 21203-1715 

9. The Commonwealth reserves the right to use Fort Indiantown Gap for 

the training of the PennsyIvania National Guard and other elements of the 

Pennsylvania military forces, the PennsyIvania State Police and other Commonwealth 

agencies, provided that the Government reserves the right to establish priorities for 

all military trzining, and it is understood that non-military use of the.demised 

premises have a lower priority :ban military training. 
. 

. 
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_n.- .. - - % ,  .4i55 - , 10. The Government shall use the demised prcmises as a military post for 
.,-sv me&.: 

- -. 
1. . - 3 ; .  : training mcibers of the active and rescrvc components and.forces of the Armed -. - 
LJ ....;. ?$LL- ... .:\.. - .- - - 

?..* -I+!., . - -  - -. 8 ?'r Forces of the United States. The Government and :be Commonwealth may permit 
. . :.- . . - -3.; ;>?;$:. - - . . , . .- .. P r . . - , -'-=- - . . L rcr*,. - * : . -. . - . ,.,.. -.. -. -. - organizations such as the Boy Scouts, Youth Groups, Youth Camps, FBI, police . 
.. ..d A*- .Pb - . .  
< a. :>*$~-\*--.=- 

7 .  . ' .  - -- .+,:+~.~,y:-~~-:s , units, Civil Air Patrol and National Rifle Anociarion to use the leased premises . . ;. 
, 3 , . P . . , ~ : . ~ - * e P - - . u - .  - 

, Ah,*. 5 *A3b$'& - '-: without securing the consent of the other party. Except as otherwise provided 
, ,-;y +>-? *=- . ...--YE 
--ya,<, ..--,<-. 5 7  A, - - -  . herein, neither party shall use the demised premises for n o d t a r y  purposes -.. 
-,< ,- 3 ,- *-- ' 
I ,  

without the consent of the other. 

11. The parties hereby license and permit each other to have the full and 

unrestricted right of ingress and egress from and across the premises of the other 

at Fort 1ndiGtom Gap for their personnel, supplier, material, furnishers of service 
.. , 
r , and their equipment, vehicles, machinery and other property to be used for- 

- .  
L - -  . - -  - - Government or Commonwealth purposes. - . ̂ _ -  _ *  

. . . A *  . - . ,  - - -  . -- 
- - rr..- r 

-- - - . --- 12. It is understood and agreed that the Government has £room time-to-time 

licensed certain buildings subject to thjs lease and its predecessor leases to the 

Commonwealth for National Guard and other purposes. These buildings are re- 

ferred to u "federafly-owned, stafe-ased buildings" in Exhibits A and B hereto. It 

is understood and agreed that the licenses issued under the predecessor lease shall 

stwive the execution of this lease and shall rema& in full force and effect It is 

understood and agreed that, in the event of mob~lization or national emergency as 

declared by the President or other appropriate national command authorities, it may 

be necessary for certain "federdly-omed, state-used buildings" to be vacated. The 

Post Commander, Fon Indiantown Gap, shall n o w  the Adjutant General of the 

identity of those properties that must be vacated in such contingencies, and the 

Adjutant General shall endeavor to  vacate such pmrnises as soon as practicable 

consistent with the mobilization mission of the unifs occupying the buildings but no 

sooner than the depioyment date of the uniq provided, however, that it is under- 

s?ood and agreed that, with respea to buildings whi& are used for miiitary gurposes - .  
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. . . . .  . ,.- y' 
. .  . . .L .., - - 

- ---- by the National Guard in support of its federally-recognized reserve component 
- 8 -  

. . . . ..-. -. ... .' . . . . .". ,. -. P . , . .  . ,. .. ..:,. , : ,  +i'r.::.. .,. mission, .:. .. 
the best . - use of the buildings in the event of mobilization would be to 

. " . . 
&. ;&?.' ..., y5.;;; 7: :. . . . ' . .... 
....-.: .- .. . ~ ~ ~ ~ : ~ ~ ~ : - : ~ c o n t i n u c  to perform thesame functions. ~icensed premises the control of which is .-..G.,.;,?/.:i- . 2 . --., . . , . ; , .. . .  .-..,., . ..::..,,;;;:." . .  , ,.A ."---~.+.$iassurned by the:Governm&t in the event of mobilization s h d  be relicensed to the ; .  . , , . .. .,; ,, *3.:>:.&.;:$$:.?$~$>-:Lx; ! . .- , -..-: , . .. .. ..". , , . ,-- . ,- '.. . . -.. . , . , . .  ., , . 
. .... 

"" ? -. ' 

,-,. ,.-a',' C .  A' 
t .  ..---.-. 

........;,,. p;,5.~;:..* 1 Commonwealth at'the conclusion of the mobilization period. It is understood and .- ZL...: .-.=$2?$.::. y; . . - r .::,. . * ~ . . i . b - 2 ' ' L C t r l * . , C . : - -  ..; . .: - . .-- .-.,.K,.! ;T~25i+- : r :~wd~-~~-w+ .,,..~w~;q~,:a.,agreed that' the use of  facilities at Fort Indiantorm Gap in the event of national 
.. , 2. - : : . . , , . . . . - . . . . - 

: ~ ~ I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ? ~ e r n e r ~ e n c ~  or mobilization'wiII be determined by the requirements of the situation 
= i$:$$:$g$~-::::.. .. -., "<+..%? <w.z;.:-- ., ...,~ri&5z~>;~~~<.. -= .T--I )-.\..:>. - : :  and that nothing in this lease will be construed to provide to the contrary. 

---.-..... - ... .. ,.: .. . - . , Z'. 

- - - - -  
=. , - 13. . The Government will permit members of the reserve components 

(including the PennsyIvania National Guard) and their dependents to have access 

to morale, welfare and recreational facilities on Fort Lndiantown Gap. in accordance 

with appiicable Army directives. It is understood and agreed that members of the 
a - ... . -. ::*: . .-- -.+ . .-. ' ,  . -- Pennsylvania National Guard are required to meet terrain physical fimess standards 

- - .  -. ,- - -:-? -I . . +ii-y.:: - .-- . .., -6- - - . ., . --. - : -em,..? 
- ---' as part of the Total Force. - Toward this end, the p a r d s  agree that they will, within 

- - tf *. . - .----.&. P . ' - , - - . -.-5i *.- ,.:, , ... .l.. , - : >,.22>-2 . . r i-..-- - : . six months of the execution of this lease, enter into a Memorandum of understand- - --- ,- .,_ . _ I  + . _ -  
- .  

-. _ . -. .- .-.*.- ' "- ing on uniform access to Post gymnasium and physical fitness facilities. .J:-'.-t - 3 
-.--.'s , 

14. It is understood and agreed that the Government, through the Post 

Commander of Fort Indiantown Gap, shall enter into appropriate ameements with 

the Commonwealth and its agencies for the management an-d control of hunting, 

Grhing, hiking and other recreational activities on the leased premises at Fon 

Indiantown Gap. It is understood and agreed that the Commonwealth exce~ts and 

reserves h m  this ]eye  all timbering rights, oil and gas rights and mineral rights. 

Within one year of the execution of this lease, the parties may enter into an 

agreement for selective timbering at Fon Indiantown Gap and management of 

timber and forest resources, provided that any agreement for the hanestinn of live 
Y 

timber on Commonwealth prope* including the leased premises, shall be subject 

to approval by the Department of Environmental Resources. It is agreed that :he 

parties will, within six months ol the execution of this lease, ezter into a Memoran- 
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. . ' ,r . . --.-. ..- .* :,-. .. - 
. + _  -.-- - hum of Understanding yith respect to the disposition of dead fallen ti&ber on Fort ' 

-: - - Indiantown Gap by means of wood-cutting permits. ! +. ..*- ,-.,-,,. -;,-+ - - I , .  - ,- ; -; .:a: .-*:? <- _. . r - ; -., I .. + <*, ". ; .-.5:%-*"?2-4?>\ %'-. :- ' .  -- - _  . 
a. , -,>,< Y L -  - - ..-. .. - *?*lh;r-;r-~3-;. -I - . . 
,->I: . ~ - i i lC~ f -Z i+ i~ :~>$  The Government shall not assign this lease in any event and shall not . := .k?2*;k3;*+-s. *--7; t . " .. $ .-.. . .>,. y4#<-;**p'g:& ,, :.-.- ;-- k' . ,x- . A-- u- , - L..,..,.-sw.-- - +  -..-~=-'~ sublet the demised premises or any part thereof, without the express written consent 

- A €- -L e m*-ir a- + 
> , ,. *. - +2.::.z+.(- - -- .- -.+------+rT:?.*. - .-<a,-u --d,+z~~..,~,, of . th;'Cornmonwealth and will not pknnit the i s e  of the said premises by anyone - - f - 

.;.l&-~;.l~-x~P.~.-~ --*-- . -.* ,. 
:2'&?3$$%3@5tder than the Government, its agents and authorized representatives, Hithout sxch 
- ,:;-a;'71*Z -ie 21- '- 

. 
-. L.+.-- q.4-r~k. -..-- -xi. 2-7- -. written approval by the Commonwealth. In case of an approved sublease, the ' .- ,-A -<.- -.--a - --.'..k -*;-, 

Government shall remain liable for aU covenants and undenaldngs herein contained, 

- . . . except for. such covenants or undertakings which are expressly released by the , - 
Commonwealth. 

16. The Commonwealth warrants that no person or selling agency has been 
, - - .  employed or-~etahed to solicit or secure this lease upon an agreement or under- 
. . , .  1. - - -  . t.-' . - * , .  -.--. -- -- - A- -.;: . - - , . . -- standing for a commission, percentage, brokerage or contingent fee, excepting bona ' - - -  . . -- a . . -  .. - - --. . .. - -'.fide employees or bona fidc established commercial or selling agencies maintained . _  -.. \< - 

. -. - - .. - . - ..srv5 by the Commonwealth for the purpose of securing business. For breach or violation 

. of this warranty, the Governme~t shall have the right to annul this lease without 

~iabiliv or in its discretion to deduct from the lease price or consideration the full 

amount of such commission, percentage, brokerage or contingent fee. 

17. No member of or delegate to Congress or Resident Commissioner~shd 

be admitted to any share or part of this lease or to any benefit that may arise 

therefrom, but this provision shall not be construed to extend to this lease if made 

with a corporation for its genera1 benefit. 

18. (a) The Government may, by written notice to the Commonwealth, 

terminate the right of the Commonwealth to proceed under this i e ~ s e  if it is found, 

afier notice and hearing by the Secretary of the Army or his duly authorized repre- 

sentative, that gratuities (in the form of entertainment, gifts or otherwise) were 
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. . . . 
- . z . ~ : . . ~ * ~ ; ~ " ; - - * ~  . -- *, .., -- . . + ,  --- A,. . . . . . . . . .  . .- - 

- ef i ;~,  ,u.&;..l -f;;-,+-, ., .- -.. - -- ?-:. ;- -1.-. . -.. ; .. ' , -.ti - . . - .  
.* . - . -. 

.a+.--. . ..:,<.- -:;' -- ----- - .. .--... . .  -. ...... . . . . . .  . . ' 

............ . . . . : . . . .  - .. - .. . . - - -. -+.-:< 5 -  , 
*. . -. . 2 :  . c -  - 

. . 
.- - - .  . . 

. offered by the Commonwealth, of any agent or representative of the Common- 
4% ., - % 

- * x -  t' 9 . b . "y;. -+ - ....- ;, .,.. wealth, to any officer or employee of the Government with a view toward securing ........ . ,FA.--.*. . .'.... .el." 4,. .;. . - . .  
'.d ,.Z.& T*>-<.TL. - 4 -  

.< F, , ...,.-- +-. r G,:: 5; ;;, a leaie or securing favorable treatment with respect to the awarding or amending, . - : -  i >  . - . . . .  -".- 
;r y , ~  .:sy$:~&.~r~ .': - . :+a-; 4kjyqb;C3s-eTr or the making of any dcterminatiob with respect to the performing, of such lease; - 

r - -+r J;lOti.l%p: .?'' a - - 
2*.,"-7kt:~,;:2G~>-, * ..; .- ;-:..~~,:k--- --.provided, that the existence of fa& upon which the Secretary of the Army or his .. *-:.gyv'*u,+",j '-5 

-I.-... -y$~&-,:*ty?y" ;- - +2z.h;7,.+;~*f.G;'. duly authorized representative makes such findings shall be in issue and may be 
-% 2: A- - ;,. b ' 1 :, 
.-< - * t." 

.% .--, ,%."-+.* ,L . reviewed by any competent court. 
p .i='ZJ *fyc- -- , ..*- - r : q x  .-.> 

@) In the event the lease is terminated as provided in paragraph (a) hereof, 

- .  
= the Government shall be entitled (i) to pursue the same remedies against the Ccm- 

2.- . 
monwealth as it could.pursue in the event of a breach of the lease by the Common- 

wealth, and (ii) as a penalalty in addition to any other damages to which it may be 

entitled by law, to exemplary damages in any amount (as determined by the Secre- 
- - .  . - - .. 
A -  *. tary of the Army or his duly authorized representative) which shall be not less than 

. -  - . . - -  3: ,-.,- . +>,- ; - -.... three nor more than ten times the costs h m e d  by the ~ommonwealth in providing . ........ 
- Y.-'- -. - - , ,. - ..; . . - - .*- - ' ., t,-.- & 

. - y -  .. - - -.! . , -- . any such gratuities-to any such oEcer or employee. . . . . . . .  t .  

-1 ..- - - 
6 -  < 

<. ' - .  , ..- - - 
* . *  - - ..... - - (c) The rights and remedies of the Government provided in this clause shall . 

. -  - l r  not be exclusive and arc in addition to any other rights and remedies provided by . 
. . 

law or under this lease. 

(d) Nothing in this paragraph shall be construed to restrict or limit panicipa- 
--. 

. - 
tion by personnel assigned to the U.S. Army Garrison, Fon hdi&tbrm Gap, other 

Army personnel and personnel who are members of the Pennsylvania National 
. 1 Guard from participating in social functions sponsored by rep;csentatives of either 

party- 
19. The Commonwealth agrees that the Comptrolier General of the United 

States or any duly authorized representatives shall, until the expiration of three (3) 

years after final payment of the agreed rental, have access to and the right to 

examine any directly pertinent books, documents, papers and records of the Com- 

monwealth involving transactions related to this lease. 
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. . . . . . . . . . . . I . . .  .. 
',,;w,:+ 

/ .  . .  . . . . . .  
-. . . - . , ..,.,, x r - , . '  ., - ? . :- . . . . 2 \'.- . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . - : . .  \ i - .  . . . . . . .  ..... . ,  . 
. . .... i...Y . .  . . 20. It is understood and agreed that the Government may, kom ' 

. ~. . . . . .  . .......... .+-- -- .,r- ; -. - , i' . .?ccr..:; .. .... - . -time, undertake construction projects on the leased premises and that the Qm- - ,.:. ;.; I' .-* P: --qik: .-: - . . . . . .  ,: , ,,-;F+:*$.: .....:--.c; ,-.: . .  . . . . 

..;;.~*g>~$xj~-:<;.-.:*-. 
. i,. .+,.,,, . . -:.$ monwealth may, '. from time-to-time, undertake construction on Commonwealth .. 7. ... '.) 7.Am.+...L. ,*.<., 
; :.y.2$i~$3:.*73;+*.;.:;~:.;;::. ,:. , - ' 

.-* :.:.x-??5<4..,: ., t-: -*. 
2 ; .  ;-.,,+qL, ,q~zx2~+g;;prope~ at Fort' Indiantown Gap. The parties agree to coordinate all such : ,  . . . . .  . . . . . .  

,.!< +?<T+*+&x<~:::2:?;i,. . , 
. . 

- .  - .:. ...... :;...-i;~d$q?$i-:,":!:-' - ..- . - .......... constmction in advance with each o-ther. The parties agree to cooperate with ....... . . .  ,4hi..*E - 
--.- .. ,- ....-...;;... 4:3&$F:&2*;$>:.:- . . . . 

..-. .-A,. .A,,,* a ;~ .ya~ . -~ - - -~ ;~x  other, in development and implementation of an installation master pian. . -%..&. :*d%4**-z%?.?;:2- :? ::- - . . . . . . . . . . .  .. . . . . -  . . . . . .  vL,-F *:"- -.-.--, - 
&.%I? .;<+g<~....:. Y.$+ ; . . . . .  . . ..,. . . . . . . . . . . .  . , -  

. . 

. ... *;:;&*z?;-%-*-*$z<.;.::- ;, . . . .  - .  . 
-.~,?*,-+~G.~.. ' *' ---.:+ .c.: - : ~ .L..5, z;-T~,$!::::: L . - . ,. 
.-. -,.. :: .-*,::-.>-. - , 

*7")r_,, .-+.-A- :. ..... .... . . .  <...., . . . -r.. , .. . . 
21. DISPUTES. It is agreed that the parties shall endeavor in good faith. . 

to resolve any disputes concerning the interpretation or implementation of this lease -. .-. - .( ' .  - . .,. A". + -. -- ; . i  . , ..=:'.- at the lowest possible level. In the event any disputes arise between the Post Corn- 

mander, Fort Indiantown Gap, and the Adjutant General of Pennsylvania concerning 

use of lands at Fort lndiantown Gap which cannot be resolved ai  the local level or 

- by the mediation of the Corps of Engineers or First US. Army, they fl be 
r ' %  - . -:<.-*.:- - - -- 
Ti k-" -. A--- . , . .---- - .  - -  .. - .. -..: - - - submitted to the Secretary of the A m y  for resolution, providad, however,. that 

L.; , .k- 4 - h i  . - .  - ... .-... --=.-a .- 6 - - ,  , . -**---+, - ,:: .. r - - - -. --r.' -- - - - nothing in this clause shall be construed to abrogate or diminish the right df the 
....... .- , . ' -- -.T.>- $ -.=- * 

- -  - - -  Commonwealth to take appropriate action in the event of violation of the terms and . - _  - , - . . .  conditions hereoL 
.. 

..- 

. .  - --  . * 22 It is agreed that the Government, through the U.S. Army Garrison, Fort 
. . 

2 - ... ;... . . .  - * - .  - Indiantown Gap, will provide elect~ical, water, sewer and refuse collection senices 
- .  - - . -  , - 

to state owned and controlled faaxties and federally-owned state-used facilities at 

Fon Indiantown Gap and that the Commonwealth or the ~enn~ylvania National 

Guard shall reimburse the Government for such se*cu at such rates as arc paid 

by the Government. 

23. The Commonwealth has long-range plans for permanent const-uction of a 

PeAmsylvania National Guard training facility in that portion of the leased premises 

know as Area 14, Fort Indiantown Gap. Notwithstanding the provisions'of Para- 

graph 3 (relating to the term of the lease) and Paragraph 7 (rela.ting to termination 
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c 
C ..-: - 

. . . . .  - -- -- - . , .  . -  . . .  . . ,. , ! i - . ,. .-- , ,. 1 .  , . 
.., .,.- 

. _ . - I ,  - . 1 .  - .' 
.. ~ - .  . . . . . .  . . . . . . . .  .... . ,..' . ..I. . . ' .  

..: 
, 

. . . . . . .  . , .  

. ,  - ,  

. . . . 
. i . . '. 

of the lease), it is uiiderstood and agreed that the term of the lease with respect to 
. , . . .- ".L-... - -  . , . := - ..- .u?r , , . - - +  the area known as Area 14 shaU terminate when the following conditions are mec - .. < . M a " . . .  ! - .  -- a 

-. 
: . - * \--: sY..'**: ,'+x . . '. .;., .;fs:$.<-i'c\-::*t -L r. - :- - .??:,,, .-.*,-+ -- +. 

,,*$2.- . 5 *". "...A *e . - .A. -... . . 7 .  

..- e*-k-,b-=. - - ,. :.,--T. a. Adequate funds arc appropriated by the U.S. Government so that . - . - 3 .  - +-f**"->.%t: t ;*a7+&Tuf.> #.f . ' L, . :. ' '- . - . -,.: ,,," ,,,;3,, ..- .... -Post and health ciinic operations praentiy conducted in Area 14 can 
. ..>..I' A:, ,-, . . . .  ,, * - .  . w,~+ti:.G- - relocate to suitable facilities at Fort Indiantown Gap. ........ 

ci 
.--;i.?-;,?$Y?j,"fy T. - - - .-". .&A u v ~ ; c ~ y a -  ,-: - . 

b, . * . 2- -::,, .4-*y&3a:2z-.: . - - . ... ...-..- 7.9 -.-.LC- - -  .-, '-...I. - - - - . . -..-- - - .  . .h-. 

b. The requirements of the U.S. Army 3ealth Services Command, 
T.. r -  - 4 -  r). - +- a which has a mobilization mission to provide a hospital a t  Fort 

Indiantown Gap, are satisfied. These requirements may be met by 
leaving sufficient cxisting buildings intact for this p q o s e  or by 

-. - ofEering any new buildings constructed by the Commonwealth to the 
USAHSC for use for this purpose the event of mobilization. 

After the foregoing conditions are satisfied and the lease of Area 14 terminated, 

, - the Commonwealth will permit the ~ove&ent  to use all or part of Area 14 until ... -- . . I .  n . . -  - - .  
I- .--+. - . "the Commonwealth needs to take possession and controI for construction of the -L&<,-.-- .--.&& -: -,- -*,- 

- ,"~%,'-*~~'.--- '- . .-- ---..- . -  - *  - -- - - .- --. - -' .*. - ' ..;-- .. - -  - 
._ , ..-. _- _ -- _ - A  -.._ . : - . . t ra in lg  facility. It is anticipated that.deve1opment and construction of the training 

, - - -  . -- - -  - ?  - - -. , . - -  facility aill take place over a period of years, and that the Government wiIl main& - - -  - .  4 -- . &  - . - - -- - - 
. . - - . use- of the those portions of the premises not required for development and 

-. .A. - -  - construction of the training facility. It is understood and agreed that, in the event 

- of mobilization, the Commonwealth shall-surrender to the Government full use and 
-- - . control of all or such part of Area 14, including Commonwealth consrmcted 

National Guard facilities, as the Government shall cerufy that it needs to respond 
- to mobilization requirements. The lands and b'uildings shall revert to Common- 

5 
I wealth control when the Government no longer needs them for mobilization 

purposes. In the aevelopment of its plans for a Pewsylvania National Guard I 
training facility in Area 14, the Commonwealth agrees to consult with the Com- 

1 
! 

mander, USAG, FIG, the Installation Master Planning Board, the U.S. Army Health i 
i 

Sexvices Command, and such other h y  agencies as may have an interest in Area ! 

14. Such consultation shall include the opportuniry to review plans and provide . 
comments, review and concurrence on all aspects of the proposed project. 
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- I, Robert P. Casey, hereby authorize David L. Jannetta, 
"-I - % I 

- .-kxi-~cting Secretary o f  the Department of General Services, to - .  . ., - .. - . _. . _ I . _ -  -.-. -I7.- - - - >  
- -- -*: -- * 2- 4 b- - . ,...... - -; execute on-miviehalf documents of.  the Department of General , - " .  . .  - - 1 . -  

.:F-Services listed below: 
., . 

Deeds 
. . Leases 

Licenses 
Ezsements 
Rights-of-way 
Sales Agreements 

Demolition of Buildings 
' Printing Estimates 
Paper Contracts 
Indentures 
Yearly Bid Contracts 
Legislatively Mandated 
Conveyances - 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

WASHINGTON, 0. C .  20616 

May 18, 1995 

The Honorable At Cornella 
Commissioner 
Base Closure And Realigment 
Corn mission 

1700 N. Moon St., Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Commissioner Cornella: I 
I am writing to invite you to visit Fort Hunter Liggett, California during 
upcoming visits to Wfornia  the week of May 22, 1995. 

While I know your schedule is busy, visiting Fort Hunter Liggett will be an 
excellent opportunity to w m e  to know the issues identified by our community 
task force in their presentation to the Commission on April 28 in San 
Francisco. 

You can be assured that the Fort Hunter Liggett community is prepared to 
accommodate your schedule in any way possible. Please contact Claire 
Twomey of my staff at (202) 225-2861 to let me know if you can make it. 

Thank ou for your consideration. The Hunter Liggett community and I look 
forwar d to the opportunity to welcome you. 

SAM FARR 
Member of Congress 

SF: db 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

200 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0200 

REPLY TO 
ATTENTION OF 

April 27, 1995 

Mr. Edward A. Brown I11 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St., Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr Brown: 

The attached response to a General Accounting Office (GAO) request on Army Family 
Housing savings in COBRA is provided for your information. 

Point of contact for this action is MAJ Fletcher, (703) 693-0077. *- MICHAEL G. JONES 

COL, GS 
Director, The Army Basing Study 

Attachment 
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ATTENTION OF 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

200 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0200 

DACS-TABS 25 April 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE, ATTN: MR STEVEN DESART 

SUBJECT: TABS Comments on Army Family Housing (AFH) Savings in COBRA 

1. Per your request, we have reviewed the projected AFH operation savings for: Fort Totten, 
Fort Hamilton, Fort Buchanan, Charles Melvin Price Support Center, U.S. Army Garrison - 
Selfridge, and Dugway Proving Ground. 

THE BOTTOM LINE ASSESSMENT: 

No change in the ROI of any recommendation based upon refinement of the AFH savings 
in COBRA. 

OVERALL IMPRESSION: Although the initial cost analysis provided by the Army may have 
overestimated savings in a few scenarios, the impact is negligible. Other refinements to the cost 
analysis could include the known cost avoidance (backlog of maintenance and repair projects) 
required to fix the AFH units we would keep, which can be millions of dollars. 

DISCUSSION: Commission raised the issue that 100% closures of AFH will impact 
more personnel than the Army tenants stationed at the installation (ASIP units). These other 
personnel are usually geographically stationed - like recruiters, reserve component, etc, and will 
be forced to acquire quarters on the economy in the local area after AFH closure. In some cases, 
other services and other government agencies (Coast Guard) use housing on Army installations. 
When the housing closes, these "local" tenants will begin receiving BAQ and VHA payments to 
live off post. COBRA does not automatically calculate the additional BAQNHA for tenants that 
are moved out of housing and but remain in the local area. COBRA does automatically calculate 
the change in BAQNHA costs for tenants in government quarters being moved to another 
location or being eliminated. 

RECOMMENDATION: For installations with significant local tenants in on post 
housing , an additional recurring cost will be included in COBRA for VHA and BAQ of 
personnel currently in housing that are forced to move off post. Recurring cost will be calculated 
only for DoD personnel only currently in AFH that are not relocated or eliminated. 

Printed on Recycled Paper 
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SUBJECT: TABS Comments on Army Family Housing (AFH) Savings in COBRA 

Equation for recurring cost: 

# Enlisted quarters * ((ENL VHA* 12) + ENL BAQ) 
+ 

# Officer quarters * ((OFF VHA* 12) + OFF BAQ) 

** The number of enlisted and officer quarters claimed by the "local" tenants will be 
determined by (in order of preference): 

- written policy or agreement, if applicable 
- historic averages (last three years), if available 
- current, on site occupancy rates, if available 

or 
- ASIP numbers for remaining personnel. 

** * VHA is from screen 4 , BAQ from standard factors. 

IMPACT: Refinement of the COBRA packages for the installations with a significant 
population of local tenants in onpost housing and 100% AFH closure is necessary. This will 
increase the recurring costs of the recommendation. 

3. CONCLUSION. TABS has performed a sensitivity analysis (attached) which shows no 
change in the one-time costs or in the Return on Investment years for the recommendations based 
on the revised AFH savings. T h s  cost refinement would not alter the Army's recommendations 
on any Command and Controll Admin installations. 

MICHAEL G. JONES 
COL, GS 
Director, The Army Basing Study 



SUBJECT: TABS Comments on Army Family Housing (AFH) Savings in COBRA 

Revised COBRA AFH Savings Table 

Price Support Center Army Submission 
1-Time Costs $3,578 
NPV20 -$116,343 
ROI Immed 
% Housing Shutdown 53% 
FY 96 AFH costs $3,466 
Recurring local BAQNHA $0 
Net AFH -$3,466 

Army Garrison - Selfridge 
1 -Time Costs 
NPV20 
ROI 
% Housing Shutdown 
FY 96 AFH costs 
Recurring local BAQNHA 
Net AFH 

Army Submission 
$5,277 

-$139,65 1 
Immed 

100% 
$6,063 

$0 
-$6,063 

Fort Totten Army Submission 
1-Time Costs $3,674 
NPV20 -$16,820 
ROI Immed 
% Housing Shutdown 100% 
FY 96 AFH costs $855 
Recurring local BAQNHA $0 
Net AFH -$855 

Fort Hamilton Army Submission 
1 -Time Costs $2,110 
NPV20 -$74,0 15 
ROI Immed 
% Housing Shutdown 100% 
FY 96 AFH costs $7,772 
Recurring local BAQNHA $2,290 
Net AFH -$5,480 

Revised 
$3,578 

-$99,5 10 
Immed 

100% 
$1,192 

$580 
-$612 (82% reduction) 

Revised 
$5,277 

-$103,78 
Immed 

100% 
$6,063 
$2,482 

-$3,58 1 (4 1 % reduction) 

Revised 
No revision, the original 
submission provided $2.25 M 
to renovate housing at Mitchell 
field (Navy) for use by the 
Army tenants - no recurring costs. 

Revised 
No revision, the original 
submission provided 
$2,290 in recurring costs 
to pay local VHAIBAQ 
for personnel remaining at 
For Hamilton. 
(29% reduction) 



SUBJECT: TABS Comments on Army Family Housing (AFH) Savings in COBRA 

Revised COBRA AFH Savings Table - Continued 

Fort Buchanan 
1 -Time Costs 
NPV20 
ROI 
% Housing Shutdown 
FY 96 AFH costs 
Recurring local BAQNHA 
Net AFH 

Army Submission 
$74,371 

- $45,372 
7 years 

100% 
$3,699 
$2,285 

-$1,414 

Revised 
No revision, the original 
submission provided 
$3,393 in recurring costs 
to pay local housing allowance 
for personnel remaining at 
For Buchanan. 
(62% reduction) 

TABS initial analysis for Fort Buchanan used estimated VHAIBAQ rates to approximate the 
Overseas Housing allowance and the Cost of Living Allowance (COLA) paid in Puerto Rico. A 
more refined estimate will show only about $1 M in recurring costs for the overseas housing 
allowance versus the $3.393M initially estimated. 

Dugway Proving Ground 
1-Time Costs 
NPV20 
ROI 
% Housing Shutdown 
FY 96 AFH costs 
Recurring local BAQNHA 
Net AFH 

Army Submission 
$25,406 

-$306,685 
1 year 
100% 

$2,089 
$0 

-$2,089 

Revised 
$9,450" 

-$296,6 19 
Irnrned 

100% 
$2,089 
$1,144 

-$945(55% reduction) 

* 1-Time cost changed due to scenario change other than housing. 
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Congreli's of tee Wnittb Qtatte: 
8iEamrbinutan, 86 20515 

May 18, 109.5 

IIon. Alan Dixon 
('hilini.~an 
Rase .ReaIig~ulient ad Closure ('ot.llmission 
1 700 North Moorc Strcct 
Si~ile 1425 
Arlington. VA. 22209 

Wc arc writing to li)ln-rally request that thc 1995 Ruse Realig~uilcnt and Clos~~re C'onunission 
careli~lly examine the facts surround.ing the Nrtvnl Warfare Assessn~enl Division in Norco, C~llili,rnin. We 
art: confident that 3 reexaminnlion of tlie hasic data (.c.g. personnel,, space rcquircn~ents and moving costs) 
will justify kecpitlg tlic fi~cilily intact. in Norco. 'l'hc conimirnity we represent. broadly known as  tht: 

lnlarld Empire, has suffered fro111 nlijny base closures a~id  realig~unct~ts. Thus we ask that you wcigh 
appropriately [lie Lriie cuii~ulative eco~lotnic impact. 

However. we ~lote that thc grcatest juslificalion for retaining thc N W A D  Sacility in Norco is its 
rllilitary value -- specifically, criteria 2 and 4 of thc BRA(: Final Selection C'ritcria. 'I'he fi:)nner addresses 
the condition of facilities at thc proposed receiving sliltions. '1'11~ lattcr addresses the cost and mmlpower 
inlplicaiior~s oL' a closure. Bolh the  ommi mi unity task force and (he base co111111mld will present tlie 
C(.)m~-nissioii with data. otl thesc points l1131 eilctively counters the Navy's contention that NWAI) should 
bc clusccl. 

'I'he basis li)r our concerns is that scriotls inconsislencies exist in the BMCI filcs in the case ol' 
NWAL) which remain unanswered. 'We utldcrstmld thc closing of un installatio~l when cost savings are 
properly documented and local economic in~pncl Iias been sutisfactorily cxanlined. H(:)wever. it is well 
known th:it past UKAC c l o s ~ ~ c s  have 1ic)t realimd the savings ~l l i t ic i~ tcd  wliile local economies have 
absorbed thcsc iinpacts at substantial costs. 

I f  our col.lccrtls are hc)~.ne (.jut by yoi~r i~lvestigatioll it is our hope lliai the Navy would take the 
opportunity to correct any errors [hat may have inadvertently crcpt into the process and provide new 
analysis lo (lie RRACl CIoxnrnissioil mid our officcs. Thank you Tor your utt.ention to this vital mattcr. 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1 7 C O  NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 P!,,,.~. 7q :-.A- i;-'; pJrM - .  .* ... 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 % ' i 9 . - / ~  1 wr!>Tl ;L:;,:> - 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)  
S. LEE KLlNG 

May 26, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Ken Calvert 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 1 5 

Dear Representative Calvert: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Naval Warfare Assessment 
Division (NWAD), Corona. I ct:rtainly understand your interest in the base closure and 
realignment process and welconie your comments. 

I can assure you that this Commission is committed to evaluating military bases in a fair 
and objective manner. The Comunission will carefully consider the Secretary of Defense's 
selection criteria as we continue with our review and analysis of the nation's military 
infrastructure. Similarly, the Commission will continue to provide communities potentially 
affected by the base closure process with ample opportunity to present their viewpoints. 

I appreciate that you were able to provide testimony in support of NWAD, Corona on 
May 25, 1995, during the San Francisco Regional Hearing. In addition, I am looking forward to 
hearing the results of the Commission's base visit to NWAD, Corona. I can assure you that the 
information you have provided, iE well as the information gathered during our regional hearing 
and base visits, will be carefully scrutinized by the Commissioners and Commission staff in our 
review and analysis process. 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me if I may be of additional assistance. 

Sincerely, 



THE D E F E N S E  B A S E  CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

p2r,32 r z f 2 . ; . 2  ;; !: c2r>2r 
ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
,,,m r @ : ~ r ~ ~ ~ r m  .-& I 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

May 29, 1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8 .  DAVIS, USAF (RET)  
S. L E E  KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, U S N  (RET)  
MG LOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RE?) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Jerry Lewis 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 1 5 

Dear Representative Lewis: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Naval Warfare Assessment 
Division (NWAD), Corona. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and 
realignment process and welcorne your comments. 

I can assure you that this Commission is committed to evaluating military bases in a fair 
and objective manner. The Colnmission will carehlly consider the Secretary of Defense's 
selection criteria as we continue with our review and analysis of the nation's military 
infYastructure. Similarly, the Commission will continue to provide communities potentially 
affected by the base closure process with ample opportunity to present their viewpoints. 

As you know, supportlers of NWAD, Corona presented testimony at the Commission's 
May 25, 1995, Regional Hearing in San Francisco. In addition, I am looking forward to hearing 
the results of the Commission's base visit to NWAD, Corona. I can assure you that the 
information you have provided, as well as the information gathered during our regional hearing 
and base visits, will be carefly scrutinized by the Commissioners and Commission staff  in our 
review and analysis process. 

I look forward to working with you during this difEicult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me if I may be of additional assistance. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMlSSlON 
1 7 0 0  NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 pe2r1t? rzf2: 9 1 t . I ~  p a n - a r  

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
s.9 r e : . p f ~ ; i $ ~ ~ # . + ~ f  

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET)  
S. LEE KLlNG 

May 29, 1995 RAOM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, U S N  (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET1 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Sonny Bono 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Bono: 

Thank you for your lettcx expressing your support for the Naval Warfare Assessment 
Division (NWAD), Corona. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and 
realignment process and welcome your comments. 

I can assure you that this Commission is committed to evaluating military bases in a fair 
and objective manner. The Commission will carehlly consider the Secretary of Defense's 
selection criteria as we continue: with our review and analysis of the nation's military 
infrastructure. Similarly, the Commission will continue to provide communities potentially 
affected by the base closure process with ample opportunity to present their viewpoints. 

As you know, supporters of NWAD, Corona presented testimony at the Commission's 
May 25, 1995, Regional Hearing in San Francisco. In addition, I am looking forward to hearing 
the results of the Commission's base visit to NWAD, Corona. I can assure you that the 
information you have provided, as well as the information gathered during our regional hearing 
and base visits, will be carefully scrutinized by the Commissioners and Commission staff in our 
review and analysis process. 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me if X may be of additional assistance. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
17W NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1429 ptc-52 r.:f:r '.> '?:3 r>;rf&f 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 

299 1995 M G  JOSUE i ? O B L ,  R . ,  USA (RE,) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Ron Packarti 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Packarid: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Naval Warfare Assessment 
Division (NWAD), Corona. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and 
realignment process and welcome your comments. 

I can assure you that this Commission is committed to evaluating military bases in a fair 
and objective manner. The (Zommission will carefully consider the Secretary of Defense's 
selection criteria as we continue with our review and analysis of the nation's military 
infrastructure. Similarly, the Commission will continue to provide communities potentially 
affected by the base closure process with ample opportunity to present their viewpoints. 

As you know, supporters of W A D ,  Corona presented testimony at the Commission's 
May 25, 1995, Regional Hearing in San Francisco. In addition, I am looking forward to hearing 
the results of the Commission's base visit to NWAD, Corona. I can assure you that the 
information you have providd, as well as the information gathered during our regional hearing 
and base visits, will be carefilly scrutinized by the Commissioners and Commission staff in our 
review and analysis process. 

I look forward to working with you during this difEcult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me if I may be of additional assistance. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 ~ 7 , -  - -,. --.., 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 . . z _  

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)  
S. LEE KLlNG 

M~~ 29, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA IRET)  
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Jay Kim 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Kim: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Naval Warfare Assessment 
Division (NWAD), Corona. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and 
realignment process and welclome your comments. 

I can assure you that  his Commission is committed to evaluating military bases in a fair 
and objective manner. The Commission will carefilly consider the Secretary of Defense's 
selection criteria as we continue with our review and analysis of the nation's mil im 
infrastructure. Similarly, the Commission will continue to provide communities potentially 
affected by the base closure process with ample opportunity to present their viewpoints. 

As you know, supporters of NWAD, Corona presented testimony at the Commission's 
May 25, 1995, Regional Hearing in San Francisco. In addition, I am looking forward to hearing 
the results of the Commission's base visit to NWAD, Corona. I can assure you that the 
infoxmation you have provided, as well as the information gathered during our regional hearing 
and base visits, will be carefblly scrutinized by the Commissioners and Commission e i n  our 
review and analysis process. 

I look forward to working with you during this di£Ecult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me if1 may be of additional assistance. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BA!SE CLOSURE AND REALiGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 pba. r..g.x :, ,,?;- 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 .!%.a mrhr 
703-696-0504 wbm rsqxzc-ii;"@ fb~,9-&& / 

'W - ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

May 29, 

The Honorable George E. Brown, Jr. 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 

1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA t RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Representative Brown: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Naval Warfare Assessment 
Division (NWAD), Corona. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and 
realignment process and welcome your comments. 

I can assure you that this Commission is committed to evaluating military bases in a fair 
and objective manner. The Co:mmission will carewy consider the Secretary of Defense's 
selection criteria as we continue with our review and analysis of the nation's militaq 
infrastructure. Similarly, the Commission will continue to provide communities potentially 
affected by the base closure process with ample opportunity to present their viewpoints. 

As you know, supporters of NWAD, Corona presented testimony at the Commission's 
May 25, 1995, Regional Hearing in San Francisco. In addition, I am looking forward to hearing 
the results of the Commission's base visit to NWAD, Corona. I can assure you that the 
information you have provided, as well as the information gathered during our regional hearing 
and base visits, will be caremy scrutinized by the Commissioners and Commission d i n  our 
review and analysis process. 

I look forward to working with you during this diflicult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me if1 may be of additional assistance. 

Sincerely, 
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MAY 1 9  1995 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 

TERRITORY OF GUAM PIay~,e raft~r $Q 

p,.k:pbl 7' Y:. .ri - ' , 
, - 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Clclsure 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, S'uite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22208 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

Hafa Adai and thank you once again for the opportunity extended to  Guam to 
present testimony to  the Cornmission on the prospective base closures and realignments 
being considered by the BRAC. Please be assured that representatives of "Team Guam" 
will be well prepared to  make presentations on the latest addition during the San 
Francisco meeting of May 2!5, 1995. 

Unfortunately, given the short time frame between the addition of PWC to the list 
and the regional hearing, neither Governor Gutierrez nor I are able t o  be in attendance. 
Governor Gutierrez is at present on a two  (2) week investment tour in Asia and given my 
schedule I am unable to  depart Guam. However, I am pleased to  extend the following 
as the Guam recommendaticln for presenters at the regional hearing. 

Congressman Robert Underwood 8 minutes 

Senator Hope A. Cristobal 
(Speaker's Representative) 

5 minutes 

Former Lt. Governor FIudolph G. Sablan 
(Governor's Representative) 8 minutes 

Additionally, I would like to  beg your indulgence to consider allotting a four (4) 
minute period during the "public comments" to  the President of the American Federation 
of Government Employees (AFGE) who represents the majority of employees at the 
affected activity. Given the fact that the AFGE President will probably be the only 
individual from Guam presenting during the public comment period and the fact that he 
represents several hundred individuals we would appreciate your support of this request. 
We would greatly appreciate your confirmation of this recommendation if it is agreeable. 

Sincerely, 

 overno nor, Acti Z 

Post Office Box 2950.14gana. Guam 969 10 = (67 1 )472-893 1 = Fax: (67 1 1477-GUAM 
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CONMI WEC9 

NATIONAL SECURITY 

SCIEMCE 

W*SNINClON OFFKf Bongrefie of Qe &afes zw flAyBuw msE *coi. 
WASHINOTON. D.C. 20615 

Nuuse af Brpreeentaffues 1tu201) z&.ml 

PETE GEREN 
12rn DISTRICT, TEXAS 

May 18, 1995 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman, BRAC 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Arlington, ~irginia 22209 

taDD W. mH STAEET 
surre 740 

FORT WOATH. TEXAS 70102 
18171 m-081*) 

lrnl us4.3733 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Thank you for updating me regarding the regional hearing on June 
l o t h ,  1995. I appreciate your doing so. 

To quote Aesistant Secretary of Defense Debbie Lee, "one of the 
more successful products of BRAC 91 and 93 is the Joint Reserve 
(JRB) Fort Worth . . .  and it is imperative that the Air Force 
Reserves' 301st Fighter Wing, a major tenant and leader in the 
experiment remain assigned to the JRB Fort Worth." 

Our community agrees with this assessment and we look forward to 
presenting our case to the BRAC during the sire visit on June 5th 
and rhe regional hearing June 10th. To that end, since the 
continued preaence (or possible departure) of the 301at FW at NAS 
Fort Worth (FTW) has 'a direct impact on NAS FTW JRB in terms of 
joint service training, readiness and the demonstrated cost 
savings of this arrangement, I would ask that both Air Force 
(Reserves) and Navy (Reserves) team analyats attend both the site 
visit and the regional hearing. 

If you have any questions or concerns, please contact me directly 
or have your staff contact Pete Rose of my staff at (202) 225-  
5071. Thank you for your consideration of this request. 

Sincerely, 

Member of Congress 



ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON. DC 20301 - 1  500 

1 8 MAY 19g5 
RESERVE AFFAIRS 

!blEMOK:IS[3I Ihl 1-OR CI1XIRkI.AN, THF IIEFEbiSE BASE CLOSURE .AND 
REALIGNhlEh'T COMhfISSION 

SUBJECT. Naval Air Station, Joint Reserve Base. Fort Wonh (Carswell AFB) 

I wanted to personally let you h o w  that one of the more successful products of BRAC 
91 and BRAC 93 is the Joint Re.sefie Base ( J R B )  Forth Worth. This base will provide facilities 
for the Nai-a1 Resene assets at bla\.ai Air Station (8.4.5) Dallas. the Air Force Reserves' 301st 
Fighter Wing. the Marine Resenle Air Group 3 1, and elements of the Texas Air and Army 
National Ciuard. '1 his joint base confornls to the requirements of Title 10 USC 1823 l(2) that 
facilities for Reserve Yomponents be shared by tu'o or more components while providing a true 
experiment in jointness and the economies and cfticiencies associated with it .  

I have visited the base and seen first hand how the structure of the Air Force Reserve 
components can supplement and complement the Naval Reserve squadrons that must rely on 
others for support. Through the efforts of the energetic commanders assigned to the JRB, 
parochial service barriers are broken down and efforts at commonality are established. The 
integration of assets and potentiall to reduce cost will provide effecient day-to-day training in a 
joint atnlosphrre while not impacting readiness, 

To maximize the econon~ies and efficiencies envisioned for this first JRB, it is imperative 
that the Air Force Reserves' 3Olst Fighter Wing, a major tenant and leader in the experiment, 
remain assigned to the JRB Fort Worth. 

I encourage jou to personally visit the base and see the progress that Captain Beaver, 
U.S. Navy; the site commander, and Colonel Efferson. U.S. Air Force; thc 301st Wing 
commander. have made toward creating a truly joint installation. 

Deborah R. Lee 



THE D E F E N S E  B A S E  C L O S U R E  A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

May 27, 1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Pete Geren 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Geren: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Joint Reserve Base (JRB), Fort 
Worth, TX. I also appreciate your forwarding a copy of a memorandum to me from the 
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Reserve Affairs, Deborah R. Lee, concerning JRB. I 
certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
comments. 

As you know, the Commission will visit the JRB on June 5,1995 to see, firsthand, the 
operations of the Carswell Air Reserve Station. Your request of the Commission to have a Navy 
and an Air Force analyst present during the visit and regional hearing will be taken into 
consideration. However, you can appreciate the Commission's compressed schedule and 
multiple, often conflicting, commitments. 

I look forward to working .with you during this difficult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

200 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0200 

MAY 25,1995 . . -. -. . - 
ATTENTION OF 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, The Defense Base C:iosure 

and Realignment Comnlission 
1700 North Moore Street, Ste. 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

The Army Basing Study has: reviewed the letter fiom the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission, dated May 19, 1995 regarding ATCOM, Price Support Center and 
Army Garrison Selfridge. 

The following provides the answers to the questions raised by your staff 

Question 1 : Based on the definition contained in Volume JI of the Army report, ATCOM and 
SIMA had $17.3 million in base operations cost. What portion of these costs would be saved by 
relocating to Redstone Arsenal? In addition, why didn't the Army collect this data for lease 
facilities? 

Answer 1 : The Army would save all of these costs if ATCOM relocates. Because the 
COBRA model transfers hnds to the gaining locations based on the population moving, the Army 
should consider all the costs currently paid at ATCOM as a savings. In the Army's initial 
recommendation, no savings in BASOPS was generated. The Army did not collect BASOPS data 
on lease facilities because most leases do not have separate accountability in BASOPS budgets 
and data could not be captured. TABS has adjusted the screen 4 numbers for the ATCOM 
COBRA scenario. 

New Screen 4 data BASOPS Nonpay = $18,574K 
RPMA Nonpay = $10,995K 

RPMA Non-Payroll: 15 8,000 ATCOM 
+ 100,000 SIMA 

+ 2.9 10.000 SIMA - Lease 
3,068,000 
3,399,580 Inflate to FY 96 (x1.073 1) 

+ 7.595.000 ATCOM - Lease 
10,994,580 

Printed on Recycled Paper 



BASOPS Non-l?ayroll: $1 7,308,912 
$18,574,193 Inflate to FY 96 (x1.073 1) 

Question 2: The FY 93 base operations expenditures for Price Support Center were 
$8,374,000 but screen four shalws $9,582,000. The data call shows $5,174,000 for nonpayroll 
base operations. Please explairl the basis for the screen four number. 

Answer 2: The Army used certified data from the Installation assessments as the screen four 
COBRA data. The MACOM s,ubrnitted the installation's total base support budget in 1993 dollars 
= $12,395,000. TABS used a standard methodology to estimate the COBRA screen 4 values 
based on the certified input. The following shows the TABS calculations. 

MACOM Submission: $12,395,800 (7,221,855 payroll + 5,173,950 non-payroll) 
Inflation (x1.703 1) 
Total base support FY96$ $13,301,930 

Estimated BASOPS (85% of total base support) = $1 1,306,640 
BASOPS Payroll (29% of BASOPS) = $3,278,925 
BASOPS Non-Payroll(7 1% of'BASOPS) = $8,027,713 

POPULATION ADJUSTMENT FACTOR FY93 Pop = 501 
FY96 Pop = 598 
Ration = 1.193613 

BASOPS input to Screen 4 = 

BASOPS Payroll = $3,278,925 X 1.193613 = $3,913,767 
B ASOP S Non-Payroll = $8,027,713 X 1.193613 = $9,581,981 

Question 3: The FY93 base operations expenditures for Selfridge were $10,641,000, but 
screen four shows only $1,289,000. The data call shows $2,386,000 for nonpayroll base 
operations. Please explain the basis for the screen four number. 

Answer 3: The Army used $1,295K as the BASOPS Nonpay for Selfiidge, which was 
obtained fiom certified data fiom the Installation assessments. The MACOM submitted the 
installation's total base support budget in 1993 dollars = $2,997K (Payroll) and $2,386 (Non 
payroll). TABS used a standard methodology to estimate the COBRA screen 4 values based on 
the certified input. The following shows the TABS calculations. 

MACOM Submission: 
Inflation 
Total base support FY96$ 

$5,383K $2,997 = Payroll) + $2,386 (Non payroll) 
(XI .703 1) 
$5,776K 

Estimated BASOPS (85% of tot;al base support) $4,91OK 
BASOPS Payroll (Given by MA.COM) = $3,18lK 



$(2;997K)* 1.073 1 = $3,2 16 - $35K RPMA Pay = $3.181K 
BASOPS Non-Payroll (Subtract pay fiom total) $ 1,728K 

POPULATION ADJUSTMEhIT FACTOR FY93 Pop = 1 177 
FY96 Pop = 882 
Ration = 0.749363 

BASOPS input to Screen 4 = 

BASOPS Payroll == $1,728K X 0.749363 = $1,295K 

The information provided is accurate and complete to the best of our knowledge and belief. If 
you need any clarification to these responses, please contact MAJ Fletcher andlor Cathy 
Polmateer at (703)693-007718. 

*MICHAEL G. JONES 
COL, GS 
Director, The Army Basing Study 





THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX ~ - 

May 19,1995 GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Colonel Michael G. Jones 
Director, The Army Basing Study 
200 Army Pentagon 
Washington, D. C. 203 1 04200 

Dear Colonel Jones: 

The Army Team has the fbllowing questions regarding base operations costs at the 
Aviation-Troop Command (ATCOM), Price Support Center and Army Garrison Selfiidge. I 
would appreciate your responses by June 1, 1995. 

1. Based on the definition contained in Volume I1 of the Army report, ATCOM and SIMA had 
$17.3 million in base operations cost. What portion of these costs would be saved by 
relocating to Redstone Arsenid? In addition, why didn't the Army collect this data for lease 
facilties? 

2. The N 9 3  base operations expenditures for Price Support Center were $8,374,000, but screen 
four shows $9,582,000. The (data call shows $5,174,000 for nonpayroll base operations. 
Please explain the basis for the screen four number. 

3. The N 9 3  base operations expenditures for Selfiidge were $1 0,64 1,000, but screen four 
shows only $1,289,000. The (data call shows $2,386,000 for nonpayroll base operations. 
Please explain the basis for the screen four number. 

If you need any clarification of these questions, please contact Mike Kennedy, the Army 
Team Analyst. 

I appreciate your assistance and cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

{~dward A B& IU 
Amy Team Leader 
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BRIAN P. BlLBRAY 
49TH DISTRICT, CALIFORNIA 

COMMERCE COMMllTEE 

SUBCOMMITTEE O N  
HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENT 

SUBCOMMllTEE ON 
COMMERCE, TRADE AND 
HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

WASHINGTON OFFICE: 

1004 LONGWORTH HOUSE OFFICE BLDG. 
WASHINGTON, DC 20515 

(202) 2252040 

DISTRICT OFFICE: 

1011 CAMINO DEL RIO SOUTH 
SUITE 330 

SAN DIEGO CA 92108 
(619) 291-1430 

mae'bington, a d  20515 
May 18,1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realigmment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I am writing to follow up on two previous letters to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission (BRAC) regarding the, proposed realignment of the Naval Health Research Center located 
in San Diego. 

This letter seeks answers to a series of questions regarding the initial assumptions and justifications 
utilized to reach the realignment co:nclusion. 

Structure: The NHRC is a fourth echelon Bureau of Medicine and Surgery (BuMed) 
command which conducts biomedical research on the operational units of the Navy and 
Marine Corps. The 13RAC recommendation seeks to split Navy biomedical research and 
development functions between the BuMed and the Bureau of Personnel (BuPers). 
Currently, all Department of Defense (DoD) biomedical research is coordinated through 
the Armed Services Biomedical Research Evaluation and Management (ASBREM) 
Committee which is co-chaired by the deputies of DoD Health Affairs and Defense 
Research and Engineering and is staffed by representatives of each of the service 
Surgeons General. Considering current resources and mission, how will the ASBREM 
accommodate BuPers within its structure? How will BuPers acquire and manage medical 
Program 6 resources'? Can Navy medical billets be assigned to BuPers, and if so, how 
will this affect medical mobilization plans? How will BuPers support the human use 
requirements of medical research (e.g., Committee for the Protection of Human Subjects, 
advanced cardiac life support (ACLS) qualified physicians as medical monitors, etc.)? 
How will medical ROZD requirements be distributed between BuMed and BuPers? 

2. Tri-Service Joint Operation: Since 1982 and in continuing response to Congressional 
concerns about potential duplication in Service medical research programs, defense 
medical R&D programs are subject to joint coordination and oversight of the ASBREM 
Committee. In Nove:mber, 1994, the ASBREM Committee Medical Research 
Development and Aclquisition for the 2 1 st Century (RDA-2 1) report entitled 
"Consolidation of Defense Medical Research and Medical Materiel Development" 
recommended the corlsolidation of all DoD medical R&D into a single Armed Forces 

THIS STATIONERY PRINTED ON PAPER MADE OF RECYCLED FIBERS 
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Medical R&D Agency (AFMRDA). The extensive data calls for the RDA-21 study 
focused on proximity to mission related organizations, mission, 
geographic/climatological features, licenses & permits, environmental constraints, 
geopolitical constraiiits, special support infrastructure, engineering development by 
ACAT, in-service engineering, direct funding, other obligation authority, major 
equipment and facilities, laboratory facilities, capacity-similar workyears, capacity-other 
workyears, military construction, land use, utilities, and activity productivity (e.g., 
product candidates transitioned, technical reports, journal publications, book chapters, 
directives, cooperative research and development agreements, training provided, and 
support to military mobilization, deployment and operations). In this exhaustive tri- 
service study of all military medical R&D, many facilities were recommended for closure 
or physical consolidation. The recommendation for NHRC, however, was to establish the 
Armed Forces Medical Research Unit-3 to retain customer-linked capability in San 
Diego. The Department of the Navy BRAC '95 recommendations, on the other hand, 
state that NHRC's "consolidation with the Bureau of Naval Personnel not only reduces 
excess capacity but also aligns this activity with the DON'S principal organization 
responsible for military personnel and the primary user of its products." What excess 
capacity has the Navy identified that the RDA-2 1 study did not? BuPers funding accounts 
for less than three percent of NHRC's budget. On what basis is BuPers identified as the 
primary user of NHR.C1s products? Did the Navy BRAC 95 analysis consider the 
proposed medical research laboratory consolidation as directed by the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense? 

The NHRC already conducts a number of joint programs with the other services. Some 
examples include medical database development with the Air Force, protective 
equipment studies with the Army, thermal stress studies with the Army, disposable 
eyelrespiratory protection research for the Air Force, load carriage studies which will 
transition to the Army,  tri-service studies on phase change materials for micro-climate 
cooling, defense won~en's health research, HIV research, and DoD Gulf War Unexplained 
Illness Research. Wiat is the joint service impact of NHRC realignment to Memphis? 
Did the Department of the Navy (DON) utilize this data in BRAC '95 analyses? 

3. Proximity to Operational Units: The majority of NHRC's research is in the area of 
Military Operational Medicine. This will be one of the four directorates of the new 
AFMRDA. The advance team for the AFMRDA has established the following Mission 
for the Military Operrttional Medicine directorate: 

"Mission: Conduct ari integrated program of research and development which provides 
medical solutions to prevent disease and injury, sustain individual and unit performance, 
facilitate medical planning, and improve readiness and safety. Provide medical 
countermeasures to occupational and environmental hazards. Assist line commanders 
and non-medical material developers by generating biomedical information to maximize 
operational health anti safety, and individual and unit performance." 
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The execution of this research requires access to military personnel within the context of 
their operational uniits (e.g., ships, submarines, aircraft, Marine Corps field operations, 
SEAL team exercises, etc.). Close intensive interaction with operational units allows 
researchers to; (a) idlentify emergent biomedical needs for the fleet, Marine Corps, and 
Special Warfare corrununities, (b) establish and maintain credibility with operational 
units, (c) develop biomedical interventions through an iterative exchange of laboratory 
and field platforms, imd (d) transition or evaluate "off the shelf' or military-specific 
technologies to the flleet and Marine Corps. What population will a Memphis based 
Medical R&D facility target to fulfill the stated mission? NHRC in San Diego is the only 
military medical R&D facility which has direct access to U.S. Navy ships, Marine Corps 
personnel, recruits, andlor SEALs. NHRC is currently; (a) aboard San Diego-based Navy 
ships to conduct studies of telemedicine, computer assisted diagnosis, sexually 
transmitted disease prevention during deployment, and health care for women aboard 
ship, (b) at the Marine Corps Recruiting Depot studying soft tissue injury prevention and 
rehabilitation (transi1,ioning work to Army and Air Force), (c) aboard a San Diego-based 
submarine to study circadian rhythm countermeasures aboard submarines, (d) with the 
San Diego-based Navy SEALs to study hypothermia, biomedical enhancement, and 
biomedical protectiv~e equipment (transitioning results to Army rangers), and (e) with 
Camp Pendleton Mairines to study respiratory disease epidemics (coordinated with the 
San Diego-based Navy Environmental Preventive Medicine Unit-5), injury reduction, and 
microclimate cooling to prevent heat stress. What is the rationale for moving an 
operational medical research facility from San Diego where it is near its research 
populations and their operational platforms to Memphis? The Navy BRAC '95 analysis 
states that the "resulting synergy [of the consolidation with BuPers] enhances the 
discharge of this responsibility while achieving necessary economies." What is the 
synergy that is achieved? How does the move to Memphis "enhance the discharge" of the 
military operational medicine responsibility? Did the Navy BRAC analysis consider the 
loss of synergy with 'NHRCs San Diego biomedical research partners such as the 
University of California, San Diego (School of Medicine, Neuroscience Department), San 
Diego State University (Graduate School of Public Health, Physiology Department), 
Children's Hospital, Naval Medical Center, San Diego, and the Navy Environmental 
Preventive Medicine Unit-5? 

4. Base Operating Support (BOS) and Real Property Maintenance (RPMA): The 
current annual overhead cost for NHRC is approximately $999k (BOS-$756k, RPMA- 
$243k). This is one of the lowest overhead rates in the Navy medical R&D community. 
The COBRA projected annual BOS rate for NHRC in Memphis at only $1 12k, an 85% 
reduction, and the annual RPMA at zero. How can the cost of operating a facility 
possibly be so different between these locations, particularly when considering the 
increased utility costs for heating and cooling in Memphis? Is this an estimate of cost 
shifting or cost saving? Has the receiving activity, BuPers, concurred with these figures? 

5. Military Personnel: As part of the Navy downsizing, NHRC is already projected to lose 
one officer and three enlisted billets by 1999. This accounts for 4 of the 5 projected 
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reductions identified for elimination during the realignment. With these billets removed, 
what is the new estimate of savings from military personnel reductions expected from the 
realignment? 

6. Civilian Personnel: In the Navy downsizing, NHRC is projected to reduce its civilian 
staff by 20% (10 positions). What is the actual number of civilian billets required to 
accomplish the NHR.C mission in Memphis? 

If NHRC is consolidated with BuPers, it becomes a Navy medical activity under line 
cognizance and in calmpetition with the tri-service AFMRDA. If not consolidated with 
BuPers, a Ixove to Memphis places NHRC in a tenant status with little, or no cost savings 
(NHRC is already a tenant activity in San Diego), it increases travel and moving costs, 
and it loses the customer link which was the rationale for keeping NHRC in the 
AFMRDA. The Na\y projected that it would recoup the initial $6.2 million investment 
in four years by realizing recurring savings of over $1.4 million per year. After re- 
evaluating the cost issues I have outlined above, please let me know how any revised 
figures impact the expected return on investment period. Also please consider the 
broader organization$al implications of consolidating a proposed DoD medical R&D asset 
into a Navy line activity. 

The Naval Health Research Center is one of the most efficient and productive biomedical R&D facilities 
in the DoD. The transfer of this military operational medicine function to Memphis appears to adversely 
impact the mission, disrupt DoD colisolidation efforts, and achieve no additional economies. I urge you 
to reconsider the BRAC recommendlation and retain the medical RDT&E assets and capabilities of 
NHRC in San Diego within the Amled Forces Medical Research and Development Agency. 

Thank you for your efforts to ensure that long term viability supersedes short term expediency as the 
DoD downsizes to meet future force and resource requirements and missions. I look forward to your 
response to this inquiry. 

Brian P. Bilbray 
Member of Congress 

u 
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COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Brian P. Bilbray 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 -. 
Dear Representative Bilbray: 

Thank you for forwarding, to the Commission questions concerning the proposed 
realignment of the Naval Health Research Center (NHRC) in San Diego. 

I have forwarded your questions to Mr. Charles Nemfakos, the Deputy Assistant 
Secretary of the Navy for Force Basing and Infrastructure Requirements Analysis, for his review 
and comment. We have asked Mr. Nemfakos to respond directly to you and to provide a copy of 
his response to the Commission fisr our review and analysis. 

I look fonuard to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whe.never you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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May 23,1995 GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Charles P. Nemfakos 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Navy for 

Force Basing & lnfrastnicture Requirements Analysis 
4401 Ford Avenue 
Alexandria, Virginia 22302 

Dear Mr. Nemfakos: 

Enclosed is a copy of a letter which I received from Representative Brian Bilbray, of 
California, concerning the proposed realignment of the Naval Health Research Center (NHRC) in 
San Diego. 

Please review the questiclns contained in Representative Bilbray's letter and respond 
directly to him. I would also appreciate it if you would forward a copy of your responses to the 
Commission. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me should you need additional assistance regarding this 
matter. 

Sincerely, 



BRIAN P. BILBRAY 
49TH DISTRICT, CALIFORNIA 

COMMERCE COMMITTEE 

SUBCOMMITTEE O N  
HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENT 

SUBCOMMITTEE O N  
COMMERCE, TRADE AND 
HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Cottgrees of  tlje Nniteb States 

WASHINGTON OFFICE: 

1004 LONGWORTH HOUSE OFFICE BUXi 
WASHINGTON. DC 20515 

(202) 22s2040 

DISTRICT OFFICE: 

loll CAMINO DEL RIO SOUTW 
- - . . - - - - 

SAN DIEGO. CA 92108 
(619) 291-1430 

B o u e e  of Bepterientatibefi 
magbington, D$20515 

May 18,1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North'Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I am writing to follow up on two prc:vious letters to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission (BRAC) regarding the proposed realignment of the Naval Health Research Center located 
in San Diego. 

This letter seeks answers to a series of questions regarding the initial assumptions and justifications 
utilized to reach the realignment cortclusion. 

1. Structure: The NHR.C is a fourth echelon Bureau of Medicine and Surgery (BuMed) 
command which contlucts biomedical research on the operational units of the Navy and 
Marine Corps. The HRAC recommendation seeks to split Navy biomedical research and 
development functiorls between the BuMed and the Bureau of Personnel (BuPers). 
Currently, all Department of Defense @OD) biomedical research is coordinated through 
the Armed Services Eiiomedical Research Evaluation and Management (ASBREM) 
Committee which is co-chaired by the deputies of DoD Health Affairs and Defense 
Research and Engineering and is staffed by representatives of each of the service 
Surgeons General. CIonsidering current resources and mission, how will the ASBREM 
accommodate BuPers within its structure? How will BuPers acquire and manage medical 
Program 6 resources? Can Navy medical billets be assigned to BuPers, and if so, how 
will this affect medical mobilization plans? How will BuPers support the human use 
requirements of medical research (e.g., Committee for the Protection of Human Subjects, 
advanced cardiac life support (ACLS) qualified physicians as medical monitors, etc.)? 
How will medical R&:D requirements be distributed between BuMed and BuPers? 

2. Tri-Service Joint Operation: Since 1982 and in continuing response to Congressional 
concerns about poten1:ial duplication in Service medical research programs, defense 
medical R&D programs are subject to joint coordination and oversight of the ASBREM 
Committee. In November, 1994, the ASBREM Committee Medical Research 
Development and Acquisition for the 2 1 st Century (RDA-21) report entitled 
"Consolidation of Defense Medical Research and Medical Materiel Development" 
recommended the consolidation of all DoD medical R&D into a single Armed Forces 
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Medical R&D Agency (AFMRDA). The extensive data calls for the RDA-21 study 
focused on proximity to mission related organizations, mission, 
geographic/climatological features, licenses & permits, environmental constraints, 
geopolitical constraints, special support hfbstructure, engineering development by 
ACAT, in-service engineering, direct funding, other obligation authority, major 
equipment and facilities, laboratory facilities, capacity-similar workyears, capacity-other 
workyears, military construction, land use, utilities, and activity productivity (e.g., 
product candidates tramitioned, technical reports, journal publications, book chapters, 
directives, cooperativ~~ research and development agreements, training provided, and 
support to military mobilization, deployment and operations). In this exhaustive tri- 
senice study of all military medical R&D, many facilities were recommended for closure 
or physical consolidalion. The recommendation for NHRC, however, was to establish the 
Armed Forces Medical Research Unit-3 to retain customer-linked capability in San 
Diego. The Department of the Navy BRAC '95 recommendations, on the other hand, 
state that NHRC's "calnsolidation with the Bureau of Naval Personnel not only reduces 
excess capacity but also aligns this activity with the DON'S principal organization 
responsible for military personnel and the primary user of its products." What excess 
capacity has the Navy identified that the RDA-21 study did not? BuPers h d i n g  accounts 
for less than three percent of NHRC's budget. On what basis is BuPers identified as the 
primary user of NKRC's products? Did the Navy BRAC 95 analysis consider the 
proposed medical research laboratory consolidation as directed by the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense? 

The NHRC already conducts a number of joint programs with the other services. Some 
examples include medical database development with the Air Force, protective 
equipment studies wilh the Army, thermal stress studies with the Army, disposable 
eyelrespiratory protection research for the Air Force, load carriage studies which will 
transition to the Army, tri-service studies on phase change materials for micro-climate 
cooling, defense worn~en's health research, HIV research, and DoD Gulf War Unexplained 
Illness Research. What is the joint service impact of NHRC realignment to Memphis? 
Did the Department of the Navy @ON) utilize this data in BRAC '95 analyses? 

3. Proximity to Operational Units: The majority of NHRC's research is in the area of 
Military Operational Medicine. This will be one of the four directorates of the new 
AFMRDA. The advance team for the AFMRDA has established the following Mission 
for the Military Operational Medicine directorate: 

"Mission: Conduct integrated program of research and development which provides 
medical solutions to prevent disease and injury, sustain individual and unit performance, 
facilitate medical planning, and improve readiness and safety. Provide medical 
countermeasures to ol:cupational and environmental hazards. Assist line commanders 
and non-medical material developers by generating biomedical information to maximize 
operational health and safety, and individual and unit performance." 
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The execution of this research requires access to military personnel within the context of 
their operational unit!; (e.g., ships, submarines, aircraft, Marine Corps field operations, 
SEAL team exercises, etc.). Close intensive interaction with operational units allows 
researchers to; (a) identify emergent biomedical needs for the fleet, Marine Corps, and 
Special Warfare communities, (b) establish and maintain credibility with operational 
units, (c) develop biomedical interventions through an iterative exchange of laboratory 
and field platforms, and (d) transition or evaluate "off the shelf' or military-specific 
technologies to the fleet and Marine Corps. What population will a Memphis based 
Medical R&D facility target to hlfill the stated mission? NHRC in San Diego is the only 
military medical R&I> facility which has direct access to U.S. Navy ships, Marine Corps 
personnel, recruits, axldlor SEALs. NHRC is currently; (a) aboard San Diego-based Navy 
ships to conduct stud~~es of telemedicine, computer assisted diagnosis, sexually 
transmitted disease prevention during deployment, and health care for women aboard 
ship, (b) at the Marine Corps Recruiting Depot studying soft tissue injury prevention and 
rehabilitation (transiti oning work to Army and Air Force), (c) aboard a San Diego-based 
submarine to study circadian rhythm countermeasures aboard submarines, (d) with the 
San Diego-based Naky SEALs to study hypothermia, biomedical enhancement, and 
biomedical protective equipment (transitioning results to Army rangers), and (e) with 
Camp Pendleton Marines to study respiratory disease epidemics (coordinated with the 
San Diego-based Navy Environmental Preventive Medicine Unit-5), injury reduction, and 
microclimate cooling to prevent heat stress. What is the rationale for moving an 
operational medical research facility from San Diego where it is near its research 
populations and their operational platforms to Memphis? The Navy BRAC '95 analysis 
states that the "resulting synergy [of the consolidation with BuPers] enhances the 
discharge of this responsibility while achieving necessary economies." What is the 
synergy that is achieved? How does the move to Memphis "enhance the discharge" of the 
military operational medicine responsibility? Did the Navy BRAC analysis consider the 
loss of synergy with F?HRCs San Diego biomedical research partners such as the 
University of Califonlia, San Diego (School of Medicine, Neuroscience Department), San 
Diego State University (Graduate School of Public Health, Physiology Department), 
Children's Hospital, Naval Medical Center, San Diego, and the Navy Environmental 
Preventive Medicine Unit-5? 

4. Base Operating Support (BOS) and Real Property Maintenance (RPMA): The 
current annual overhead cost for NHRC is approximately $999k (BOS-$756k, RPMA- 
$243k). This is one of the lowest overhead rates in the Navy medical R&D community. 
The COBRA projected annual BOS rate for NHRC in Memphis at only $112k, an 85% 
reduction, and the annual RPMA at zero. How can the cost of operating a facility 
possibly be so different between these locations, particularly when considering the 
increased utility costs for heating and cooling in Memphis? Is this an estimate of cost 
shifting or cost saving? Has the receiving activity, BuPers, concurred with these figures? 

5. Military Personnel: As part of the Navy downsizing, NHRC is already projected to lose 
one officer and three enlisted billets by 1999. This accounts for 4 of the 5 projected 
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reductions identified for elimination during the realignment. With these billets removed, 
what is the new estimate of savings fiom military personnel reductions expected fiom the 
realignment? 

6.  Civilian Personnel: [n the Navy downsizing, NHRC is projected to reduce its civilian 
staff by 20% (1 0 posi1:ions). What is the actual number of civilian billets required to 
accomplish the NHRC mission in Memphis? 

If NHRC is consolidated with BuPers, it becomes a Navy medical activity under line 
cognizance and in cornpetition with the tri-service AFMRDA. If not consolidated with 
BuPers, a move to Memphis p!aces NHRC in a tenant status with little, or no cost savings 
(NHRC is already a tenant activity in San Diego), it increases travel and moving costs, 
and it loses the custonner link which was the rationale for keeping NHRC in the 
AFMRDA. The Nayr projected that it would recoup the initial $6.2 million investment 
in four years by realizing recurring savings of over $1.4 million per year. After re- 
evaluating the cost issues I have outlined above, please let me know how any revised 
figures impact the expected return on investment period. Also please consider the 
broader organizational implications of consolidating a proposed DoD medical R&D asset 
into a Navy line activity. 

The Naval Health Research Center is: one of the most efficient and productive biomedical R&D facilities 
in the DoD. The transfer of this military operational medicine function to Memphis appears to adversely 
impact the mission, disrupt DoD consolidation efforts, and achieve no additional economies. 1 urge you 
to reconsider the BRAC recommendi~tion and retain the medical RDT&E assets and capabilities of 
NHRC in San Diego within the Armed Forces Medical Research and Development Agency. 

Thank you for your efforts to ensure that long term viability supersedes short term expediency as the 
DoD downsizes to meet future force and resource requirements and missions. I look forward to your 
response to this inquiry. 

Sincerely, w* 
Brian P. Bilbray 
Member of Congress 

w 
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PAUL S. SARBANES 
MARYLAND 

WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-2002 

May 15, 1995 

jfi'l9-Wf)  sf^ & r p c r r r b r  

b'E!*i 

Honorable Benjamin F. Montoya 
{~-7-6 

Commissioner 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Admiral Montoya: 

Thank you very much for taking time to visit the Naval Surf ace 
Warfare Center, Annapolis on May 1st. 

As I hope was evident from the tour and discussions, DOD1s 
proposal to close the Annapolis detachment is as severely flawed 
now as it was two years ago. In my view, DoD has once again 
overstated the potential savings from the proposed action, 
understated costs and failed to adequately consider the significant 
capabilities which would be lost or disrupted by moving and, 
abandoning critical facilities and through attrition of Annapolis 
technical and scientific staff. 

In this regard, I wanted to share with you a copy of a letter 
I sent to Chairman Dixon which underscores those concerns. I have 
also enclosed an analysis using the Navy's own I1certifiedu data 
which identifies over $58 million in additional costs from closing 
Annapolis, which the Base Structural Evaluation Committee (BSEC) 
failed to include. As summarized, when the real costs and savings 
are evaluated by the COBRA model, the net present value of closing 
NSWC Annapolis is not. $175 million as stated by the BSEC, but 
$ - 5.6 million. 

If I can provide you with any further information, please do 
not hesitate to let me know. Thank you for your attention to this 
matter. 

With best  regard.^, 

PSS/rj 1 

Enclosures 

United States Senator 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 



PAUL S.  SARBANES 
MARYLAND 

9I311ited States Senate 

309 HART SENATE OFFICE BUILD~NG 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10 

202-124-4524 

WASHINGTON, DC 2 0 5  10-2002 

April 17, 1995 

Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

As the Commission continues its deliberations on the 
Secretary of Defense's 1995 base realignment and closure 
recommendations, we wanted to bring to your attention our 
continuing concerns abo~:.t the Department's proposal to close the 
Annapolis Detachment of the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC). 

NSWC-Annapolis has been a vital part of our National Defense 
efforts for over 80 years. It is the Navy's only facility for 
machinery research and development. It is home to many large, 
highly specialized experimental facilities unavailable anywhere 
else in the world and has a specially-trained and experienced 
staff, whose skills will be required to maintain the Navy's 
technical superiority for years to come. The work of this 
research center is absolutely critical to our nation's leadership 
in such key areas as submarine silencing, ship survivability, 
combat readiness and environmental compliance. 

Two years ago, DoD proposed "disestablishing" the Annapolis 
Detachment, keeping its critical facilities operati~n~~l but 
moving all personnel to Phi-ladelphia -- a recon1mendat.i on which 
the 1993 BRAC Commission unanimously rejected for cal ls<>.  This 
year, DOD has recommended closing the Detachment, abandoning two 
major facilities and relocating the rernai-ning f u r l c ~ i  o n s ,  
personnel, and equipment: pri_ncipall~y to Philadelphi ,<. This 
decision, in our view, i :; as seriol~sly flawed ?OT,J 2"; 1 I was two 
years ago. 

Fir s t ,  the Navy has significantly underestimated c-osts and 
overstated potential savf~ngs associated w i t h  c losinq NSWC 
Annapolis- The Navy's c-?:;timates of the c-:).c,t, : o r ~ r o ~ ~ r ~  N S W C  

. . 
Annapolis to Phi l i i d ~  l ph1.i-i ( $ 5  m i  i )  r I 3 ! ! !; 1 9 9  ? ciiitl 

1995 even though t - h e  1931,  I-ecornmendaticii-I (:d 1 1  .3 f 0 1  ~ ~ c ?  I o ( - < ~ t .  1 0 1 1  

most facilities a5 iijell ,.~s personnel. i i ~ w  (:an t:lic i . ~ ~ 1 i i ~ 7  11107~(i o 7 ~ e r  

$300 million worth 0 1  rnacyhinery and per:-1:nncl i ~ r  !.!ll. :;(jinc: cost; 
that it planned 1-0 movt- lust. perso~nel 1 !; 19:; ! ' '" . ! i I I , t tic. 
1 9 9 3  Conunission's c:r:ricl ~i:>i.on ! - h a t  al 1 c . o : i l  s 1. . : ' -~-1 '  !!f , ;  ' j ! ~ c : l ~ ~ d c ~ ~ ~  " 

and "potential savir:cjs w c , r P  overstated" ;.lu>it. c:i,,~j.!y - , , I  ( I ! ]  c>v(?rl . . 
greater extent to l : h ~  1955 I-c-?c:omme~-idat-j(-1. $. v . .  of t h e  
ccrtif ied data suhi-iii I 1.etl t-o t . h c  Rase Si I tlc-t.u~:c i , : ~ ? ~ :  i ! : : I  i I 

Cornrnitt~te (BSEC) c:onS 1 rrn:: that this " c s :  ! i ~ i , i t : t : .  :; . I l t :~i .c , t .  $ 5 8  
, . million too low. ' 1 ' h i . s  ~5~:lpear-s to be ~1 ~ i l t ? ~ t - . r l : , r  ld 1 ,!i'v: ,~ti.on f r o m  

F'i~nal Selection C r i - t  c . ~ - i a  4 and 5. 

PRINTED O N  RECYCLED PAPER 



Second, the Navy has failed to adequately consider the 
military value of the personnel at NSWC Annapolis and the 
critical capabilities which would be lost as a result of the 
recommended closure- It appears that, similar to the findings of 
the 1993 BRAC Commission, one of the primary motives of this 
recommendation is to achieve a reduction in personnel. This is 
evidenced by the fact that a major source of claimed savings in 
the 1995 recommendation is a reduction in personnel. What the 
DoD's analysis fails to.recognize however is the significant 
reduction in the Navy's'machinery R & D capability which would 
result from the recommendation. The staff at Annapolis has a 
great deal of technical expertise and experience, with tenure 
averaging about 20 years. Approxi.mately 80 percent of the 
machinery R & D personnel are scientists and engineers, 10 
percent are technical and the remaining 10 percent 
administrative. A survey of personnel at Annapolis indicates 
that fewer than half would relocate to Philadelphia. The loss of 
these people and their corporate memory will reduce the Navy's 
machinery R & D capability to an unacceptable level which would 
take many years to reconstitute. A substantial deviation from 
Final Selection Criteria 1 and 4 appears to be the case. 

Third, the Navy has; failed to adequately consider the 
military value of the facilities at NSWC Annapolis and the 
critical capabilities wh. ich  would be lost as a result of the 
recommended closure. It. is distressing if not ironic that the 
Navy is seeking to modernize and expand its fleet of submarines 
in response to a perceived threat stemming from advances in 
Russian submarine silencing and other capabilities at the same 
time that it L S  proposing to dismantle the one technical center 
and team which has been largely responsible for our nation's 
superiority in this area. The Navy's recommendation would 
completely abandon t-wo major facilities valued at over $60 
million --  the D e e p  Ocean Pressure and Submarine Fluid Dynamics 
faciliti-es - -  considered in just the past two years by NSWC and 
NAVSEA to he t:sscnt.!al to the Navy's future mission. The 
continued need i o l -  these faci 1 itics was dismissed by the BSEC on 
the basis that. t . e s t . s  "ahoard submarines" or "at sea" are 
possible. Whi I ( ?  possibl(2, a minimum of a 10 to 1 cost increasc 
i-s likely to t ~ r .  t ) o !  JIC? by Navy 13 ry  D programs now using these 
facilities in dcldi  I i o n  t:o l-hc: safet.y risks of testing critical 
unproveri under-:;~la tc;cjulpmc?nt. f c21- the f j rst t imp at s e a ,  ir? the 
absense of t l l c .  , ~ i : ) ~ ; . , ~ ; - ~  rnc)r(. ear-,i l y  nor-lfiyur:ed and contro.1 led I ~ i n d  
based facilitiils. I - ,  t.his added cost and exposure? o f  t.he 
Navy t:o safct.y 1 - 1  .;I. does not ~~ppear as a BRAC cost, bil l  

ncvert.h~!less wi L l  iiic:r:e;l:;c? tt~c> Navy's c ~ s t  of conduct:iny deep 
ocean and ~uk~~ndri~~!- 8-qul-!)ment i?xperirnc?nts and tests in t:lie 
f- ut,u~:e . 'I'll i ..; w o l !  i (j. ,jppc.,:i r t o anc:,t-h(?r depar-tu 1-P f r-om F i11a 1 
Select i n n  (:r-i t r i 1 - 1 , j  . ancd 4 



Fourth, the Navy's rationale for the recommendation -- that 
there is excess capac i t :~  in this technical center and a declining 
workload -- is simply w:cong- While there may be excess capacity 
apd declining budgets for technical centers as a whole, there is 
none in machinery R & D. NSWC (customer funded) machinery R & D 
programs have been leveL or growing and the work level is not 
related to the size of the fleet. Indeed, existing machinery R & 
D facilities at Annapo1.1.s have been expanded signficantly over 
the past two years, and new ones have been added, all funded by 
and for Navy R & D spon:;ors. Moreover, BRAC 91 actions have 
reduced infrastructure at Annapolis to a minimum and streamlined 
the organization with the resultant claimed savings already 
taken. In addition, the Navy's force structure plan allows for 
over 400 Navy civilian ~:bersonnel at this site through 2001. 

Finally, we believe that DoD missed an important 
opportunity to achieve cost savings, make more use of this site, 
and at the same time be responsive to cooperative thrusts between 
the services. The Annapolis Detachment is currently home to the 
Joint Spectrum Center (JSC) headquarters, formerly the 
Electromagnetic Compatibility Analysis Center (ECAC), a DoD 
joint-service organization. Approximately 100 JSC staff are now 
located at the Detachment with the preponderance of the more than 
550 other Center staff located in Leased commercial space in the 
Annapolis area. The JSC would like to consolidate at the 
Annapolis facility. Thi.5 would not only save more than $1.5 
million a year in lease costs but provide the JSC with better 
security and improve efficiency. Given that the Annapolis site 
recommended for closure is completely surrounded by the Annapolis 
Naval Ac:ademy/Naval Station Complex, there is no other non- 
military use for the land and buildings and no land cost recovery 
prospect: for DoD. The consolidation of the JSC to NSWC Annapolis 
could be accomplished w i t h  renovation of existing spaces and in 
full compliance with BmC ' 91 dyrecti-ves. The resultant 
consolidation efficiencies, improved securi-ty and rentai costs 
savings for the JSC, coupled with retention of the Navy's R 6 D 
facility investment and avoidance of n-~achinery program 
disruptions for NSWC make this an extremely attractive prospect- 
for the D o D  and t-he t-axpayers. The resul (:ant continuing savings 
can be secured with minin-~al up front cost:s and no d i s p e l - s i o n  of 
skilled personnel. 

In summary, wct t)c? 1 ii:vc--. that t h e  ~ m ! ,  , c~nct, .  c 3 Y d l  !) , tlt.v i at-eil 
substant:ially from I 1 - s  own crj-terl-a L I I  ri2commcndi nu c -  I o : ; u r e  of 
NSWC Annapolis. I r-i our  view t:he st.af: 1 (2nd ex tens i v i  1 , ibora LOJT i.cs 
o f  the Machinery I i  h I) 111 rectorate s h o o  I ( !  ~ r c r n a i n  €(-I! <1 I. 1 the 
reasons identi f ied 1 n t;he H I W C  ' 9 3 dec: i ..;LOJI and undi.1-:;cored 
above. Joint Spect rum C e n t e r  persc~i~r l r .  1 I-tow I r! near-1:y I-cntdl 
space should be re located to the A n n a p c j l ~ ~ s  51- te .  iz'(. dre 
confident that. a f u l l  and thorough 13ppra~sal of t h e  Annapolis 
situation will lead t-he (;onunission to the same conc:!ns~on and 
that the Commissiorl w i  11 , once again, re ject I IoD '  s !-i:commendat ion 
to close this vital f-acility. 



We appreciate your attention to our concerns and hope you 
will not hesitate to contact us dj-rectly if we can provide any 
additional information on the Annapolis facilities. 

With best regards, 

Barbara A. Mikulski Paul S. Sarbanes 
United States Senator United States Senator 

Member of Congres5 
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Economic Analysis of BRAC995 Impact on NSWC\Annapolis 

'me Navy, as part of DOD's BRAC'95 recommendations, has recommended the closure of 
NSWC\Annapolis. The follow in^: is a compilation of the cost data 1 1 d  by the Base Stn~cture 
Evaluation Committee (BSEC) and certified Navy cost data not used by the RSRC. 

Cost Data Summary 
P -  ' - '  ' 

I tern Dub Used by the BSEC 1 

- Uniq~u 23232K 

- Military 8000K 
Ctmttldion 

1 

- Moving 6854K 49015K 
I II 

- Relocated 280 - - 
- Eliminnld 138 65 

- Rutinccl 0 5 - 
- New hires 0 28 - - 

418 418 

- Net Preettt 175M 
Vulue (20 yalm) 
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Econurnic Analysis of BKAC'95 Impact on NSWC\Annapolis 

The Navy has recommcndcd the closure of NSWC\Annapolis in accordance with Navy 
Scenario 3-20-0198-35A, as modified. Scenario 35A specifies the following capability 
disposition: 

To NSW- 
Advanced Shipboard Auxiliary Machinery Facility 
Elcctric Powcr Technology Facility 
Advanced Electric Propulsion Ikvelopment Facility 

@ Pt~lstxl Power Facility 
Advanced Propulsion Machinery Facility 
Machinery Acoustics Silencing Facility 
261 civilian permnnel 

To NSWC\White Oak 
a Magnetics Fields hboratory 

17 civilian personnel 

c\- 
a 2 civilian pcrsanncl 

SWC 
* Deep Ocean Pressure Facility 

Stlbmarine 1;luid Dynamics F u i l i ~ y  
* 138 civilian ~,xrwnnel elirninatcd 

Scenario 3512. was lnodificd by direction of the Navy as follows: 

add the CFC Elimination capability to the NSWC\Philadelphia llligration 
build a now magnetics capabiity at NSWC\Carderock, abandon the NSWC\Whitc i h k  facility 
transfer 5 civilians to Naval Stalion\Annaplis to operate the water lreatmenl plant 

The folIawing analysis lists costs used hy ihe Base Structure Evaiuation Cnmnritlee (RSEC) ant1 
certified Wavy costs not used by the RSEC. 

One-time casts 
- Unique 
- Military Canstn~ction 
- Moving 
- Overhead 
- Personnel 

Total 



. - 

ID: PAGE 6 

Recurring Savings 
- Personnet 7623K 
- Overhead 69WK 

l'otal 14527K 

Personnel 
- Transferred 
- Eliminated 

To%l 

DOD's COBRA (Cost of Biaiie Realignment Actions) model is uscd to thcn calculate the 
economic benefits of the closure: 

RSEC COBRA Results - ,. 

+ Total onetime cus-ts - $25M 
Hecurring Savings - $3.4.5M 
Breakeven - 1 year 
Net Present Value - $1751\/1 

4 m n a !  C-NRVV Cost. Data Not Used bv t.he BSEC, 

Om-timc casts 
- Unique 167 14K (Contract termination costs) 
- Military Construction OK 
- Moving 42 161 K (Movement of facilities) 
- Overhead -4 1 8K 
- Personnel -4K 

rbtal  58458K 

Recurring Custs 
- Personnel 
- Overheat1 

Total 

3993K (More personnel being rctaincxl/rclocatcd) 
4HS7K (Incrcascd travel costs, lease costs, higher 

operating costs at Philadelphia, lower 
operating savings at Annaplis) 
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@ Personnel - Transferred 320 (includes the addition of 40 for thc CFC work) 
- Eliminated 65 (includes the subtraction of 40 for the CFC work, 5 for 

the water uatmcnt plant operation and 28 required 
new hires from Philadelphia excess personnel) 

- Retained at Anr~apolis 5 (water tmtment plant operalots) 
- New hires at Philadelphia 28 (fmm exms at Philadelphia) 

T~tal 418 

Recurring Savings - $ 5.7M 
Brenkeven 
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Reserve Officers Association of the United States 
The Professzimul AssociaCion Rejmsentiw All 0fier.s 

19 May 1995 

Chairman 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 North Moore Street Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman, 

Thank you for acknowledging our earlier letter voicing our 
concerns with the process used to determine which bases would be 
scheduled for realignment or closure. Also, we appreciate the 
opportunity to emphasize our concerns in person on 19 May 95. 

The latest add clns of bases to the Department of Defense list, 
has seven Air Reserve bases among the 29 recommendations. We 
realize that the co:mmissioners will be visiting these bases to 
acquire first hand information before a final determination is 
rendered and prior to your submission to the President on 1 July. 

We, at ROA, are concerned that the newly included bases are 
going to cause an extraordinary hardship on the Air Force Reserve 
to maintain trained :strength in units. Five of the bases have C- 
130 units containing 40 aircraft. Shifting these planes to new 
locations or inactivating them will cause undo turbulence in a 
force that is vital to the mission of the Air Force. 

The Navy Reserve has similar problems with demographics as 
they will be expected to restation troops and equipment to new 
locations. As I hi3ve mentioned previously, restationing will 
result in loss of trained manpower. 

It is requested that the impact of demographics on the Reserve 
forces be reexamined along with the cost and other parameters used 
by the Commission. Additionally, it is requested that, where 
active bases are closed which also house reserve units, that there 
continue to be enclaves reserved for those reserve forces. This 
will allow Reserve leaders to maintain their readiness without an 
inordinate level of turbulence and without having to train new 
reservists in a new location 

Thank you again for allowing the ROA to voice our concerns. 

~ x e a i v e  Director 

Amny Sr Nay * Air Force It Marine Cqbs Jr Coast Guard * Public Health Service It NOAA 

One CmtituCion Avenue, N. E., Washington, D. C. 20002-562d * Teuhone: (202) 47'9-2200 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1428 2 1: :-;,?: !o ;kis 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 ,. .dl c, ~ 2 . d  .? r C S m & , a ) 9  
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KUNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 

June 1,1995 WENDI LOUISE STEELE 

Major General Roger W. S'andler, AUS (Ret.) 
Executive Director, Reserve Officers 

Association of the United States 
One Constitution Avenue, N.E. 
Washington, D.C. 20002-5624 

Dear General Sandler: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your concern about the Air Force Reserve 
bases which were added by the Commission at a public hearing on May 10, as proposed 
changes to the Secretary of Defense's list of base's recommended for closure and 
realignment. I have passed your letter along to my fellow Commissioners and you can be 
certain that it will be carefu.lly considered as we proceed with our review of the nation's 
military infrastructure. 

As discussed during your meeting with members of the Commission staff on 
May 19, the Commissioner:s carefully consider the impact of demographics when 
analyzing Reserve activities. In addition, the Commission will continue to explore, 
consistent with force structure requirements, the use of enclaves for Reserve forces 
located on bases considered for closure or realignment. 

I can assure you thaf the information you have provided will be considered by the 
Commission during our reviiew and analysis process. Please do not hesitate to contact me 
if you have additional infonnation to bring to the attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 
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WASHINGTON, DC 205 10 

M a y  19, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment -- 

Commission 
17130 North Moore Street 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

We are writing to express our c:oncerrl t h a t  t h ?  Pentagonlg RRAC 95 
recommendations coultjl cr ipp le  the abilir- .y of our Reserve 
Components, particularly the N a t i o n a l  C;t~ar.d, t:o p e r f o r n ~  their 
military missions. 

Specifically, we believe the Army's evaluation of t:he military 
value of maneuver training a r e a s  was  deeply f l a w e d  because  it d i d  
not adequately reflect the training and readiness needs of the 
Guard and Reserves. Indeed, we believc some n f  t.he Army's 
recornmendationa make a mockery of the "Total Army" c:oncept. 

Several A d j u t a n t  Genc:rala have informed us t h ~ i t  the Nati onal 
Guard Bureau (NGB) a . d  n o t  concur wit-h t.he Arlny1s criteria for 
evaluating the military va lue  of rnaneuvl:r- t ra.i.l?ing areas because 
chose c r i r e r i a  ignored Nat iona l  Guard Title X T  training 
requirements. The Director of the Army National Guar-d told a 
Senate Defense A p p r o g r i a t i o ~ ~ s  Sul>committc.c. 1 . 1 ~ n r i n c j  t h a t  he is 
concerned that the "enclavesu the Army plans t-o leave a t  f i v e  
major maneuver areas recommended f o r  c l o t ; u ~ - e  c - ~ r -  realignment - -  

Fort Chaf fee ,  F o r t  H u n t e r  Liggett, Fort P i c k e t t ,  Fort. 1 1 . 1 d i d r ~ ~ u w r l  
Gap, and Fort McClellan - - ar? in.a.t:leyua t t? t o  riiet?t. t h e  G u a r d '  s 
minimum t r a i n i n g  needs .  

The problem is that the Reserve Compone~ltu and the Army Staff 
have very d i f f e r e n t  d e f i n i t i o n s  of an r.nc:l ave . 'Fl-IP N a t  innal 
Guard needs enclaves large enough for. a r . t i l 1 . e ~ ~  f i r i n g  and for- 
b a t t a l i o n  a n d  brigade annual  t r a i n i n g .  The Ar-my Reserve Command 
nccds enclaves large enough fo r  land navigc ; tc . i r . l~ l  cuuc.ses, and in 
some cases large enough to s t a t i o n  2 l . e r n c n t ~  of FORSCOM1s Regiona l  
Training Brigades. The Army S t a f f ,  however, 11-eport.edly i s  
p l a n n i n g  f o r  enclaves t h a t  comprise no rriore t h a n  a f e w  buildings 
and small arms r a n g e s ,  and w h i c h  h v e  n n  act.i..ve d u t y  p e r s o n n e l .  

According to the Adjutant Generals, the Army':; RRAC 
recommendations do not recognize the need to c : o n d u c ~  J ndividual 
D l l t y  Training (IDT) and Ai~nua' l .  Y'rairiinq (AT) ;) t ~XICC:~ ncar thc 
units they serve.  They say the Army's p l a n  t c . 1  conduct s u c h  



t r a i n i n g  a l t  " o t h e r  installat i o n s  i n  the regi.011" is not: practical . 
Most altemnate traininq sites are hundreds of m i l ~ , q  away, and th13  
extra travel time would waste as much a3 Eoilr days of each 14-day 
AT period. Moreover, s u i t a b l e  a l t e r n a t e  t r a i n i n g  s i t e s  are 
gen~rally f u l l y  occupied by a c t i v e  duty u n i t s ,  al~tl i~ is doubtful 
the Reserve Components will be ahle to (jet.  he t r a i n i n g  areas 
they need. 

We also beilieve that the Army has greatly over s t a t ed  the savings 
from closing or realigning t h e  f i v e  baa r s ,  \w.c.~arl~e t h e  A r n l y p s  
COBRA model did not recognize Reserve Component t r a i n i n g  needs. 
The Directors of the A r m y  National Guard  and the Air National 
Cuard told the Def ensc Subcornmi t . t ee  t l s a t .  tilie ~ j d v . i  I I ~ Y  f r o m  closing 
the facilities would be offset by t h e  inc7:eased costs t h e  
National Guard will have to pay to send un i t . 3  longer distances 
for fewer days of annual training. 

We understand t h e  Reserve Compnnr-l i t9 liave so far  failed to ob ta i r l  
a satisfactory commiltment from the Arrny o n  t.hc defi11.i.t i on of an  
enclave. We fear t11,xt t h e  word i .ng  of the Pentagon's 
recommendatriona may be legally . i n t ex -pxe t . ed  LC, p~ecludt.: 
implementing a resolution sa t i s fac to1:y  r.o c:he Reserve Components. 
Fox examplk, some Arrny lawyers contend ! h a t  the Fentaqon'  a BRAC 
recommendations prohibit s t a t . i o n i n g  of active duty personnel 01- 

conducting annual training at Reserve (Ir-~~np(-nlerl t e n c ~ l . a v e s  . 

As you know, the Chie f s  of t h e  Reserve Components carmot 
volunteer to the Base Closure Comrni , swior i  their views on t .he 
impact t h a t  t h e  A r m y  recor l~r~~er~dat io~ls  wl l l have on r.he.i r fo rces .  
That is why we urge you and the Cornmisuion t o  t.hor.oughly examine 
the A r m y ' s  decision-making process in seyard to t h i s  issue. 
Please examine the adequacy of the Ar.rliyJ s (-ost c l r~a lys i  s and 
whether f ts recommenclations properly ref 1ec:t. the t r.-ai,~-,ir.~g 
 requirement.^ of the Reserve Components. 

We hope you and your staff will ensure r .hat  the Commission's 
final recommendations ddequately support the readiness  and 
training needs of all our military forc l?a .  

Sincerelv. 

\?L-dd%&-, Wendell H .  Ford 

Dale Bumpers David P r y o r  



liPnited States Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10 

May 19, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment 

Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

We are writing to express our concern that the Pentagon's BRAC 95 
recommendations could cripple the ability of our Reserve 
Components, particularly the National Guard, to perform their 
military missions. 

Specifically, we believe the Army's evaluation of the military 
value of maneuver training areas was deeply flawed because it did 
not adequately reflect the training and readiness needs of the 
Guard and Reserves. Indeed, we believe some of the Army's 
recommendations make a mockery of the "Total Army" concept. 

Several Adjutant Generals have informed us that the National 
Guard Bureau (NGB) a d  not concur with the Army's criteria for 
evaluating the military value of maneuver training areas because 
those criteria ignored National Guard Title XI training 
requirements. The Director of the Army National Guard told a 
Senate Defense Appropriations Subcommittee hearing that he is 
concerned that the "enclavesH the Army plans to leave at five 
major maneuver areas recommended for closure or realignment - -  
Fort Chaffee, Fort Hunter Liggett, Fort Pickett, Fort Indiantown 
Gap, and Fort McClellan - -  are inadequate to meet the Guard's 
minimum training needs. 

The problem is that the Reserve Components and the Army Staff 
have very different definitions of an enclave. The National 
Guard needs enclaves large enough for artillery firing and for 
battalion and brigade annual training. The Army Reserve Command 
needs enclaves large enough for land navigation courses, and in 
some cases large enough to station elements of FORSCOM1s Regional 
Training Brigades. The Army Staff, however, reportedly is 
planning for enclaves that comprise no more than a few buildings 
and small arms ranges, and which have no active duty personnel. 

According to the Adjutant Generals, the Army's BRAC 
recommendations do not recognize the need to conduct Individual 
Duty Training (IDT) and Annual Training (AT) at bases near the 
units they serve. They say the Army's plan to conduct such 



training at "other i:nstallations in the regiont1 is not practical. 
Most alternate training sites are hundreds of miles away, and the 
extra travel time would waste as much as four days of each 14-day 
AT period. Moreover, suitable alternate training sites are 
generally fully occupied by active duty units, and it is doubtful 
the Reserve Componen1:s will be able to get the training areas 
they need. 

We also believe that the Army has greatly overstated the savings 
from closing or realigning the five bases, because the Army's 
COBRA model did not recognize Reserve Component training needs. 
The Directors of the Army National Guard and the Air National 
Guard told the Defense Subcommittee that the savings from closing 
the facilities would be offset by the increased costs the 
National Guard will have to pay to send units longer distances 
for fewer days of annual training. 

We understand the Reserve Components have so far failed to obtain 
a satisfactory commitment from the Army on the definition of an 
enclave. We fear that the wording of the Pentagon's 
recommendations may be legally interpreted to preclude 
implementing a resol~ltion satisfactory to the Reserve Components. 
For example, some Army lawyers contend that the Pentagon's BRAC 
recommendations prohibit stationing of active duty personnel or 
conducting annual training at Reserve Component enclaves. 

As you know, the Chiefs of the Reserve Components cannot 
volunteer to the Base Closure Commission their views on the 
impact that the Army recommendations will have on their forces. 
That is why we urge you and the Commission to thoroughly examine 
the Army's decision-making process in regard to this issue. 
Please examine the adequacy of the Army's cost analysis and 
whether its recommendations properly reflect the training 
requirements of the Reserve Components. 

We hope you and your staff will ensure that the Commission's 
final recommendations adequately support the readiness and 
training needs of all our military forces. 

?sJdQ&d Wendell H. Ford 

Dale Bumpers David pryor 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1 7 C O  NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 ~ 7 .  - % 

r f 14. . I  . 
ARLINGTON, VA 22209 rs bet 

703-696-0504 
inen rcs;ordiil$&l~ -PA I 

ALAN J. D IXON,  CHAIRMAN % l Z L  -2 04 1 
COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA C O X  
GEN J. 6.  DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. L E E  KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET)  
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA (RET)  

June 1, 1995 WENDI LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Wendell H. Ford 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Wendell: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your concern about the potential impact on 
the Reserve Components resulting Erom the Secre!tary of Defense's base closure and 
realignment recommendations. I have shared your letter with my fellow Commissioners 
and you can be certain that it will be care111y considered as we proceed with our 
evaluation of bases on the c:losure and realignment list. 

I share your interest in preserving the readiness of the Reserve Component forces. 
You can be assured that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Department of Defense in making its recommendations, particularly in regard to the 
integrity of our National Guard and Reserve forces. 

I look forward to working with you during this difticult and challenging process. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BA!SE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1 7 C 9  NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 mfm ;..+ -' 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 Ett.%~ .5 fxxrr  
703-696-0504 ~7~~n,~@z&#/ 

* u N  J. D i x o N ,  c * A I R M A N  9rm~-  2~ / 
COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET)  
S. LEE KLlNG 
RAOM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, U S N  IRET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA IRET)  

June 1, 1995 WENDI LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable David Pryor 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear David: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your concern about the potential impact on 
the Reserve Components resulting from the Secretary of Defense's base closure and 
realignment recommendations. I have shared your letter with my fellow Commissioners 
and you can be certain that it will be carellly considered as we proceed with our 
evaluation of bases on the c;losure and realignment list. 

I share your interest in preserving the readiness of the Reserve Component forces. 
You can be assured that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Department of Defense in making its recommendations, particularly in regard to the 
integrity of our National Guard and Reserve forces. 

I look forward to working with you during this dif£icult and challenging process. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN ~ J ~ S Z L - ~ ~ R  / 
COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM EENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, U S N  (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA IRET) 

June 1, 1995 WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Arlen Specter 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Arlen: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your concern about the potential impact on 
the Reserve Components rczsulting &om the Secretary of Defense's base closure and 
realignment recommendations. I have shared your letter with my fellow Commissioners 
and you can be certain that it will be caremy considered as we proceed with our 
evaluation of bases on the closure and realignment list. 

I share your interest in preserving the readiness of the Reserve Component forces. 
You can be assured that thc: Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Department of Defense in making its recommendations, particularly in regard to the 
integrity of our National Guard and Reserve forces. 

I look forward to wdcing with you during this diflicult and challenging process. 
Please do not hesitate to co:ntact me whenever you believe I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700  NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425  ~ t , , ; ~  r7!-r :? + f ; ~  jy::.-r,f .- 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
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ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN q ~ i r ~ k u ~ /  
COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA tRET) 

June 1, 1995 WENDI LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Barbara Boxer 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Barbara: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your concern about the potential impact on 
the Reserve Components resulting fiom the Secretary of Defense's base closure and 
realignment recommendations. I have shared your letter with my fellow Commissioners 
and you can be certain that it will be carefblly considered as we proceed with our 
evaluation of bases on the c:losue and realignment list. 

I share your interest in preserving the readiness of the Reserve Component forces. 
You can be assured that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Department of Defense in making its recommendations, particularly in regard to the 
integrity of our National Guard and Reserve forces. , 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. 
Please do not hesitate to wntact me whenever you believe I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
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ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
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ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
~ S Z U Z C  - 204 

AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA IRET) 

June 1, 1995 WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Rick Santonun 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Senator Santonun: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your concern about the potential impact on 
the Reserve Components resulting fiom the Secretary of Defense's base closure and 
realignment recommendatians. I have shared your letter with my fellow Commissioners 
and you can be certain that it will be care111y considered as we proceed with our 
evaluation of bases on the c:losure and realignment list. 

I share your interest in preserving the readiness of the Reserve Component forces. 
You can be assured that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Department of Defense in making its recommendations, particularly in regard to the 
integrity of our National Guard and Reserve forces. 

I look forward to wc~rking with you during this difficult and challenging process. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1 7 0 0  NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 &y p~ p. i~ r::-~"--" 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 1~~ rspcm&e(19~&/ 

ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 9 bar2 ~ e 2  o* 1 
COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN .I. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 

June 1, 1995 WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Tom Bevill 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Bevill: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your concern about the potential impact on 
the Reserve Components n:sulting £?om the Secretary of Defense's base closure and 
realignment recommendations. I have shared your letter with my fellow Commissioners 
and you can be certain that it will be carefully considered as we proceed with our 
evaluation of bases on the closure and realignment list. 

I share your interest in preserving the readiness of the Reserve Component forces. 
You can be assured that thtt Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Department of Defense in making its recommendations, particularly in regard to the 
integrity of our National Guard and Reserve forces. 

I look forward to wlorking with you during this diflicult and challenging process. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 PiX;e fo/&r fO lt\rs ~ m b e f  

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
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COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET) 

June 1, 1995 WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Glen Browlder 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 2051 5 

Dear Representative Browtier: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your concern about the potential impact on 
the Reserve Components resulting from the Secretary of Defense's base closure and 
realignment recommendations. I have shared your letter with my fellow Commissioners 
and you can be certain that it will be carefblly considered as we proceed with our 
evaluation of bases on the cdosure and realignment list. 

I share your interest in preserving the readiness of the Reserve Component forces. 
You can be assured that the: Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Department of Defense in making its recommendations, particularly in regard to the 
integrity of our National Guard and Reserve forces. 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 

Alan J. ' on ; 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
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COMMISSIONERS: 
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REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 

June 1, 1995 WENDI LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Christopher S. Bond 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Kit: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your concern about the potential impact on 
the Reserve Components resulting fkom the Secretary of Defense's base closure and 
realignment recommendations. I have shared your letter with my fellow Commissioners 
and you can be certain that it will be wefidly considered as we proceed with our 
evaluation of bases on the closure and realignment list. 

I share your interest in preserving the readiness of the Reserve Component forces. 
You can be assured that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Department of Defense i ' i  making its recommendations, particulariy in regard to the 
integrity of our National Guard and Reserve forces. 

I look forward to working with you during this dif5cult and challenging process. 
Please do not hesitate to coritact me whenever you believe I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 9rmr -toe I 
COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
5. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 

June 1, 1995 WENDI LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Dale Bumpers 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Dale: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your concern about the potential impact on 
the Reserve Components r d t i n g  &om the Secretary of Defense's base closure and 
realignment recommendations. I have shared your letter with my fellow Commissioners 
and you can be certain that it will be carefully considered as we proceed with our 
evaluation of bases on the closure and realignment list. 

I share your interest in preserving the readiness of the Reserve Component forces. 
You can be assured that the: Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Department of Defense in making its recommendations, particularly in regard to the 
integrity of our National Guard and Reserve forces. 

I look forward to working with you during this diicult and challenging process. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES 
AFFILIATED WITH THE AFL-CIO 

LOCAL 2546 
SENECA ARMY DEPOT 

ROMULUS, NEW YORK 14541 

17 May 95 

SUBJECT: ~issile ~aintenance & Storage Mission 

r~fa b this number 
p3-53-c\ 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
ATTN: J. J. Gertler, Senior Analyst 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Gertler: 

We understand the BRAC Commission is assessing the possibility 
of moving the missile maintenance & storage mission from 
Letterkenny to elsewhere. Seneca Army Depot Activity would like to 
be considered for this workload since this installation is a 
perfect place to perform missile maintenance & storage operations. 

Our maintenance facilities are suitable for working all 
tactical missile systems from the smallest to largest. We 
currently have 10 maintenance facilities that conform to 
established quantity distance (QD) separation requirements. 
In addition, we have a significant number of non-explosive support 
facilities within the ammunition area. 

It is our understanding that our exisiting maintenance 
facilities far exceed the requirement of the "tactical missile 
consolidation mission. This excess capability would enable us to 
meet increased missioi~ requirements if they were to develop. 

Some of the advantages of using Seneca for the tactical missile 
maintenance storage mission are as follows: 

a) sufficient earth-covered magazine storage space. 

b) Intrusion Detection System (IDS) already installed in over 
100 magazines. 

c) ~mmediately adjacent fenced airfield with 7000 foot runway 
that is C5A capable. 



d) Entire ammunition road network is paved, including aprons. 

e) Explosive Ordnance Disposal (EOD) Capability in place. 

f) Only Chemical Agent Resistant Coating (CARC) Capable Paint 
Facility within Ammurlition Area in CONUS. 

g) Machine Shop with ammunition prototype capability. 

In addition to the advantages addressed above, the airfield 
provides unparalelled rapid deployment capability, while allowing 
a safer operation because you do not have to transport explosives 
over public highways. There are also significant cost avoidance 
associated with an on.-post airfield in terms of handling, blocking 
and bracing, and commercial freight because of the elimination of 
the wmiddle-man.w Further cost avoidances can be realized if 
military airlift is a,ccomplished in conjunction with Reserve and 
National Guard training flights. This method of transfer has been 
successfully used in the transfer of conventional ammunition to 
Seneca as recently as) last year. 

The investment required to make Seneca a logical place to do 
the missile maintenance & storage mission would be minimal. We 
already have more tha:n enough existing maintenance facilities and 
earth-covered magazine storage space with IDS to execute the 
mission. If you're llooking for a place to transfer this workload 
with minimal investment dollars, then Seneca is the right choice. 

Seneca is ready, willing and able to support defense needs by 
accepting all or any portion of the mission mentioned. 

Our rapid deployment capability makes us an ideal site to be 
workloaded with both a conventional ammunition mission and the 
tactical missile maintenance mission. 

Enclosure I is a marketing tool used by Seneca to address some 
of our missile maintenance capabilities. Please call the 
undersigned at DSN 489-5444 or commercial (607) 869-1444 to further 
discuss the smart decision to transfer the missile maintenance and 
storage mission to Seneca. 

Sincerely, 

ANTHONY M. KOMINIAREK 
President Local 2546 



Seneca Army Depot Activity 

Missile Maintenance Capabilities 



Seneca Army Depot Activity 

Welcome to Seneca Army Depot Activity. Since established as an ammunition storage 
depot in August, 1941, Seneca's missions have expanded to also include: 

Conventional ammunition maintenance and demilitarization; 

General supply, strategic, and hazardous materials storage; 

Industrial plant equipment storage; 

Troop support - provriding over 15,000 man-days of training for Army Reserve and 
National Guard soldiers annually. 

Seneca Army Depot Activity consists of approximately 11,000 acres and 927 structures, 
including 8 standard magazines, 51 9 igloos - 1 10 with installed intrusion detection systems, 
28 major warehouses - 6 with humidity control, and some 35 maintenance shops. Unique 
among east-coast depots, Sleneca also has a 7000-foot controlled access runway capable of 
handling aircraft as large as the C-5A. Seneca is the only east-coast Army depot with this 
capability. 

Moreover, Seneca Army Depot Activity is ideally situated to support the Army's needs. 
Located in the Fingerlakes region of central New York, midway between Rochester and 
Syracuse, access is easy by highway, rail, and air. During Operations Desert Shield and Desert 
Storm, all three modes of transportation were used to ship more than 43,000 tons of 
ammunition and general su~~plies to our soldiers in the Persian Gulf. 

This booklet focuses on those facilities that make Seneca an ideal site for maintenance of 
missile and smart munitions. The self contained former special weapons area, with its secure 
storage, excellent maintenance shops, and new air assisted "airless" painting and multi-media 
blast facility are tailor made for such purposes. In fact, this CARC capable facility is the only 
one in the U.S. Army locatedl within an approved ammunition area and requiring no quantity 
distance waivers. The unique! combination of skills and experience we possess from our work 
with conventional ammunition, special weapons, and industrial plant equipment makes us 
exceptionally well qualified to do the work you might require. 

We invite you to visit Seneca and see our outstanding facilities, meet our people, and then 
decide for yourself. We believe we have much to offer - at competitive prices and with a real 
commitment to quality. 

ROY E. JOHNSON 

Lieutenant Colonel, Ordnance Corps 

Commanding 



Seneca -access 

Seneca Army Depot Activity is 
located convenient to major 
air, rail and trucking routes. 

Finger Lakes Region 

- - - - Rail 

I Highway 



Seneca - access 



Seneca - facilities 

Self-contained high security 
maintenance and storage area 

Maintenance Facility, building 8 15/81 6 Refinishing Facility, building 81 3 

Warehouse Storage, building 81 0 Igloo Storage 



Missile Maintenance 
Maintenance Facility, bldg. 81 5/81 6 

Earth covered, 
igloo-type 
construction 
Open bay 
concept - .. 
tully equipped, 
air conditioned, 
and humidity 
controlled 



Missile Maintenance 
Refinishing Facility, bldg. 81 3 

State-of-the-art 
Ammunition compatible 



4 Missile Maintenance 
Repair and Fabrication Facility, bldg. 320 

Fully equipped machine shop Steel and aluminium fabrication 
Cold forming capability Complete welding facility 



I Missile Maintenance 
High Security Storage 

Igloos 
Warehouse bldg. 810 

Army Tactical Missile 



Seneca Fac,ility Specs 

Seneca Army Airfield: Restricted use, prior permission required. Length 
. 7000 feet, elevation 646 ASL, asphalt surface capable of accommodating 

C5A Galaxy class aircraft. Equipped with NDB and VORIDME non-preci- 
sion instrument approaches, pilot controlled PAPI system, simplified short 
approach lighting-system. Airport advisory service available on-call 0700- 

1630 weekdays. Paved apron and taxiways equipped with standard taxiway lighting system. 
Portable apron lighting equipment available on request. JP4 refuelling available by prior arrange- 
ment, 43,200 gallon capability includes 30,000 gallons in-ground and 13,200 in mobile tankers. 
JP8 fuel only available after April 1994. 

Missile Maintenance Facility: Earth-covered igloo-type construction, 8,800 square 
feet of air-conditioned and humidity controlled work space, 18' 9" ceiling. Installed 
equipment includes eleven rail-mounted traversing overhead cranes: two single 
speed 2000-lb, four single speed !5000-lb, one manually operated 20,000-lb, and four 
variable speed control with 6-ton lifting capacities. 

Paint Booth: Internal dimensions 24'L x 14W x 9'H, equipped with dual 10:l 
Monark: wall mount systems and Graco Model AA2000 air-assisted "airless" 
manual sprayguns. Maximum working fluid pressure 950 PSI and maximum 
working air pressure 100 PSI. Suitable for wood and metal applications, applying 
adhesives, sealers, lacquers, glazes, wiper stains, catalyzed varnishes, standard 
solvent base enamels, urethanes, CARC, waterbase coatings, and zincs. 

Multi-media Blast Booth: Internal dimensions 25'L x 15'W x 1 2'H, equipped with 
full opening front doorla Clemco recessed hopper abrasive recovery system, and a 
406 volt, 50 HP, air-cooled LeROl Dresser Model WH50SS rotary screw air com- 
pressor with 185 CFM capacity at 150 PSIG. Multi-media capabilities include alumi- 
num oxide, walnut/pecan shell, silicon carbide, garnet grain, steel shot, plastic, cob 
grit, steel grit, and glass beads. Also available: Blast-It-All 3-cubic foot Dry Blast Tumble Barrel System 
equipped with a 900 CFM capacity reclaim-separator for use with glass beads and fine abrasives. 

High Security Storage: Self-contained 624-acre site collocated with 
maintenance facilities. Storage capability includes one 25,750 square 
foot standard warehouse and 64 igloo-type magazines totalling 110,995 
squaro feet of earth-covered storage. Igloos consist of: 17 80-foot double 
door (!36"W x 107" H opening) structures, 45 60-foot double door struc- 

tures, and two 40-foot single door (48"W x 87"H opening) structures. All storage facilities are 
equipped with installed interior lighting, Intrusion Detection, and Lightning Protection Sys"ms. 



For information contact: 
Commander 

Seneca Army Depot Activity 
SDSTO-SECO 

Romulus, New York 14541-5001 
(607) 869-1 206, DSN: 489-5206 
(607) 869-1 352, DSN: 489-5352 
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COMMISSIONERS: 
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REBECCA COX 
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RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
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WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Anthony M. Kominiarek 
President, Local 2546 
American Federation of Government Employees 
Seneca Army Depot 
Romulus, New York 14541 

Dear Mr. Kominiarek: 

Thank you for your letter requesting the Commission to consider consolidating the 
Army's tactical missile maintenance and storage missions at the Seneca Army Depot. I 
certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and 
welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information 
used by the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the 
information you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and 
analysis of Seneca and Letterkmy Army Depots. 

Please do not hesitate tct contact me if you have additional information to bring to 
the attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 
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